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his Final Environmental Impact Statement Lake Management Plan documents the additions 


and changes made to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Lake Management Plan that was released 


to the public in April 2002. This final document is provided in two volumes. 


Volume | contains the additions and changes to the draft document. The original text from the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement is shown in black, while changes and additions to the draft are shown 


in blue. The exception to this is headings; both original and new headings are shown in black. 


Volume 2 contains the public comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the responses 


to public comments prepared by the National Park Service (NPS) interdisciplinary planning team and the 


NPS contractor. Volume 
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RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 


METHODOLOGY AND PURPOSE 


The Draft Environmenial Impact Statement) Lake Management Plan was released tor public review on April 24. 
2002 (65 Fed. Reg. 15.078(200)), initiating a formal 60-day public comment period that lasted until June 26, 
2002. The U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS) ts the lead federal agency generating the 
plan. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Lake Management Plan proposes additional management of 
recreational use for the waters of Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The plan describes four alternatives for 
managing the recreation area, including the management of personal watercraft, which would protect the 
resources and values of the park while offering recreational opportunities as provided for in the park's enabling 
legislation, purpose. mission, and goals. 

The comment period generated 10.013 documents containing 41.516 comments. Comments were received by 
letter, electronic mail. fax. oral transcript, petition, and meeting comment form. Of the 10,013 documents 
received, 8.474 were form letters on 10 separate form letter formats: 1.384 were individual letters: 6.495 letters 
were received by electronic mail; and 792 were signatures on & separate petitions. Comment letters received 
included 9.153 from individuals. 30 from businesses, 813 from organizations (organization was identified in the 
letter), and 17 from public agencies. Public information meetings held during the comment period generated 
107 written comments and 40 oral statements. Respondents were very interested in the document, and they 
invested considerable time and effort to voice their opinions and concerns about proposed changes in lake 
management. 


A process referred to as “content analysis” was used to compile and correlate similar public comments into a 
format useable by NPS decision makers. The content analysis team (comprised of the NPS interdisciplinary 
planning team and the NPS contractor for preparation of this environmental impact statement) read all comments 
and determined which comments would require a response. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), responses were prepared for all substantive comments, and the content of this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement also demonstrates a responsiveness to public input. 


Content analysis was performed in the four steps described below. 


Develop a coding structure Initially, a coding structure was developed to help sort comments into logical 
groups by topics and issues, derived from an analysis of the range of topics covered in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement) Lake Management Plan and past NPS planning documents, National Park Service legal 
guidance, and the letters themselves. The coding structure used was inclusive rather than restrictive: an attempt 
was made to capture all comment content. The codes were assigned to comments within letters, faxes, oral 
transcripts, meeting comment forms, and electronic mail. 


Create a comment database —— For each comment in a correspondence, codes were assigned by one staff person, 
validated by another. and then entered into a database. 


Prepare a narrative summary The database was used to help construct a narrative summary. Opinions, 
feelings, and preferences of one element or one alternative over another, and comments of personal and 
philosophical nature were all read and analyzed. All comments were considered, whether they were presented by 
thousands of people voicing the same concern or by a single person or organization raising a technical point. 
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RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON THE DRAET ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Read and code public comment letters After each document was coded, a series of steps were taken to 
determine whether the individual comment was substantive or nonsubstantive. according to the criteria set forth 
in the Council on Environmental Quality regulations. 


Substantive comments are comments that raise an issue regarding law or regulation, agency procedure 
or performance. compliance with stated objectives, validity of impact analyses, or other matters of 
practical or procedural importance. Substantive comments require a response or a corresponding 
revision in the final environmental impact statement text. 


Nonsubstantive comments are comments that offer opinions or provide information not directly related 
to Issues Or impact analyses. Nonsubstantive comments are used as background information for the 
eavironmental impact statement team, but do not require a formal response. 


The purpose of reading. coding, and analyzing the contents of the comment letters was to assist the content 
analysis team in determining if the substantive issues raised by the public warranted further modification of the 
alternatives and further analysis of issues and impacts. With the information provided through the public review 
process, the agency reconsidered the draft preferred alternative (alternative C) and developed a “modified 
preferred alternative” (alternative C) as described in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter of 
volume | of this Final Environmental Impact Statement) Lake Management Plan. 


Although the content analysis process attempted to capture the full range of public concerns, it is acknowledged 
that comments from people who chose to respond do not necessarily represent the sentiments of the entire 
public. Further, this is not a vote-counting process: emphasis in this process was on the content of the comment 
rather than the number of times a comment was received. 


All comments received can be tracked to the original letter and can be sorted and reported in a variety of ways as 
described below. 


ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


Comments and responses are categorized by topics and issues. A topic is a category of subject matter. These 
categories were developed through the scoping process and were selected in order to track major subjects 
through the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. \ssues are subdivisions of topics. Each topic was broken 
down into several issues for ease of discussion. For example, the Visitor Conflicts topic was divided into eight 
issues, several of which include Boater Education, Shoreline Zoning, and Uniform Boating Regulations. 


After all public comments were entered into the database by issue, substantive issue reports were generated per 
topic and issue. The team analyzed the comments and then grouped comments with similar subject matter in 
order to prepare issue statements that represented all comments in each subject matter group. Some of the more 
detailed comments that were received appear verbatim in this document, while others were summarized, 
reflecting the content of several similar comments. The issue statements were then sent to professionals in the 
respective fields (i.e.. Air Quality, Water Quality, Wildlife and Habitat) for analysis and response. The resulting 
issue statement responses were reviewed by the contractor, Environmental Quality Division of the National Park 
Service, and Lake Mead National Recreation Area interdisciplinary planning team for accuracy and 
completeness, revisions and additions were made as needed, and the resulting responses to public comments are 
provided in this document. 


There are two indexes provided in this document and each ts described below. 


Index of Comments by Category of Author The Author Index lists businesses, organizations, and public 
agencies that submitted comments. Actual locations in this document of comments responses by these groups 
can be found by locating the “Index of Comments by Category of Author” (see p. v) to first determine the 
document locator number and then choosing the appropriate topic heading in the Table of Contents. Individual 
members of the public submitted comments that were read, coded, and analyzed as described above. However. 
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ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


because of the large number of individuals submitting comments, those comment letters were not categorized by 
author. Authors of individual letters should consult the Index of Comments by Topic. as described in the next 
paragraph. The majority of comments received by the National Park Service were form letters. Examples of the 
10 different types of form letters are included at the end of this volume 2. 


Index of Comments by Topic Yo locate a response to a representative individual comment, refer to the “Index 
of Comments by Topic” (see p. x) to determine the topic your comment falls under and then locate the 
comment response section for that topic in the Table of Contents (see p. xv). If an individual cannot find a 
representation of his or her comment in this document, the Park Service can be contacted for a copy of the coded 
letter. All letters received will be kept at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area headquarters. The authors of 
comments from agencies, businesses, and organizations should also consult this index to review all topics and 
issues Of interest. 


References to Volume | Within Responses 
Within some responses to comments, readers are directed to a particular section, chapter, table. figure. or 


appendix to find more information about a particular subject. Those referrals pertain specifically to volume 1 of 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement) Lake Management Plan. 


RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON THE DRAET ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


INDEX OF COMMENT LETTERS BY CATEGORY OF AUTHOR 


BUSINESS COMMENT LETTERS 


Bilbray Industries. Inc. — O8890. Facilities: Facility 
Expansion (Launch Ramp, Marina, etc.). 

Callville Bay Marina — OSO88. Alternatives: 
Alternative A (No Action): Facilities: Lake 
Boating Capacities. 

Fitzgibbons & Anderson Law Corporation — 09059. 
Soundscapes: Impact from Other Vessels: 
Water Quality: Impacts from Other Vessels: Air 
Quality: Impacts to Air Quality (visibility. 
Vegetation): Resource Protection: Phasing of 
Clean Engine Technology: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning in Primitive and Semiprimitive Areas at 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave: Visitor 
Conflicts: Shoreline Zoning. 

Kawasaki Motors Corp... USA — 09057. General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: Personal 
Watereratt Use Trends and Assumptions. 

Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151, 08092. 
Alternatives: Alternative A (No Action): 
Alternatives: Alternative B: Alternatives: 
Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): 
Alternatives: Alternative D: Appendix: Analysis 
of Recreational Carrying Capacity: Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat: Cumulative Impacts: 
Soundscapes: Cumulative Impacts: 
Socioeconomics: Economic Impact Analysis: 
Water Quality: Cumulative Impacts: 
Socioeconomics: Economic Impact Analysis: 
Visitor Use. Experience, and Safety: 
Enforcement: Facilities: Facility Expansion 
(Launch Ramp. Marina, etc.); Consultation and 
Coordination: General Comments: 
Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments: 


General Assumptions Used for Analysis: 
General Methodology tor Establishing 

Impacts Effects: Sanitation and Litter: 

Glass Styrofoam Prohibition: Socioeconomics: 
Impacts from Glass and Styrofoam Restriction: 
Facilities: Lake Boating Capacities (Boats at 
Any One Time): Facilities: Other Park 
Facilities: Recreational Opportunity Zoning: 
Park Location Specific to Zoning: Visitor 
Conflicts: Shoreline Zoning. 


Overton Beach Marina — OSOS9. Alternatives: 


Alternative A (No Action): Alternatives: 
Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): 
Socioeconomics: Economic Impact Analysis: 
Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety: 
Enforcement: Facilities: Facility Expansion 
(Launch Ramp, Marina, ete.): Resource 
Protection: Phasing of Clean Engine 
Technology: Water Quality: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions: Visitor 
Conflicts: Shoreline — 100-foot Flat-Wake Area: 
Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline Zoning. 


Valley Investigations — 00974. Visitor Conflicts: 


Alcohol Use: Visitor Use, Experience. and 
Safety: Enforcement: Consultation and 
Coordination: General Comments; Sanitation 
and Litter: Glass Styrofoam Prohibition: 
Facilities: Lake Boating Capacities (Boats at 
Any One Time): Alternatives: New Alternatives 
or Elements: Visitor Use. Experience. and 
Safety: Park Operations: Visitor Use. 
Experience, and Safety: Visitor Experience and 
Satisfaction. 


ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 


American Bass 


American Canoe Association, Inc. 


Arizona and Nevada Concerned Citizens 


2258, OSYSO. Alternatives: New 
Alternatives or Elements: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning in Primitive and Semiprimitive Areas at 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave. 

OSO94. 
Alternatives: Alternative B: Alternatives: 
Alternatives Eliminated: Other NEPA Issues: 
General Comments; General Assumptions Used 
for Analysis: General Methodology for 
Establishing Impacts Effects: Air Quality: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft from 
Airborne Pollutants: Soundscapes: Impacts 
from Personal Watercraft Use: Visitor Use, 
Experience. and Safety: Impacts from Personal 
Watercraft Use: Alternatives: New Alternatives 
or Elements: Purpose and Need: National Park 
Service Interpretation of Impairment Policies 
and Mandates: Resource Protection: Phasing of 
Clean Engine Technology: General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: Personal 
Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions: 
Visitor Use: Personal Watercraft Use within 
Lake Mead: Visitor Conflicts: Personal 
Watercraft Visitor Conflicts: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning in Primitive and Semiprimitive Areas at 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave: Purpose and 
Need: Scope of the Analysis: Visitor Conflicts: 
Shoreline — 100-foot Flat-Wake Area. 

QOOOT. 
Other NEPA Issues: General Comments: 
Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments. 


Arizona and Nevada Concerned Citizens for the 


BASS. Inc. 


Bluewater Network 


VI 


Continued Use of All of Lake Mead for All 
Citizens —- 00944. Alternatives: New 
Alternatives or Elements; Purpose and Need: 
Park Legislation Authority; Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Park Location Specific to 
Zoning: Recreational Opportunity Zoning: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning in Primitive 
and Semiprimitive Areas at Lake Mead and 
Lake Mohave: Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline 
Zoning. 

H905S8. Socioeconomics: Economic 
Impact Analysts. 

O8S9S. Alternatives: 
Alternative B:; Purpose and Need: Current 
Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework: 
Cultural Resources: Impacts from Personal 
Watercraft Access: Air Quality: Impacts from 
Personal Watercraft from Airborne Pollutants: 


Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts trom 
Personal Watercraft Use: Visitor Use. 
Experience, and Satety: Impacts trom Personal 
Watercraft Use: Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Impacts from Personal Watercraft Use: 
Soundscapes: Impacts from Personal Watercraft 
Use: Water Quality: Impacts to Water Quality 
from Personal Watercraft Use: Facilities: Lake 
Boating Capacities (Boats at Any One Time): 
Purpose and Need: Objectives in Taking Action: 
Resource Protection: Phasing of Clean Engine 
Technology: General Assumptions Used for 
Analysis: Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions: Water Quality: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions: Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat: Regulations, Methodologies. 
and Assumptions: Visitor Use, Experience, and 
Safety: Regulations, Methodologies, and 
Assumptions: Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Regulations, Methodologies. and 
Assumptions: Soundscapes: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions: Cultural 
Resources: Regulations. Methodologies, and 
Assumptions. 


Center for Biological Diversity: Grazing Reform 


Friends of Lake Mead 


Lake Mead Boat Owners Association 


Program — 09207. Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Cumulative Impacts. 

O8981. Consultation and 
Coordination: General Comments. 

02215. 
Visitor Conflicts: Alcohol Use: Alternatives: 
Alternative A (No Action); Alternatives: 
Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): 
Soundscapes: Cumulative Impacts: 
Alternatives: Elements Common to All 
Alternatives: Visitor Use, Experience, and 
Safety: Enforcement; Facilities: Facility 
Expansion (Launch Ramp, Marina, etc.); Other 
NEPA Issues: General Comments; Water 
Quality: Impacts to Water Quality from 
Personal Watercraft Use: Facilities: Lake 
Boating Capacities (Boats at Any One Time); 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements: 
Visitor Conflicts: Other Recreational Conflicts: 
Sanitation and Litter: Overnight Boater Portable 
Toilet Requirement; Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning: Park Location Specific to Zoning: 
Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety: Park 
Operations; Resource Protection: Phasing of 
Clean Engine Technology: Visitor Conflicts: 
Portable Gas Containers: Water Quality: 
Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions: 
Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline Zoning. 
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ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 


Laughlin Chamber of Commerce 


Personal Watercraft Industry Association 


Sierra Club 


Sierra Club, Southern Nevada Group 


02303. 
Appendix: Analysis of Recreational Carrying 
Capacity: Socioeconomics: Economic Impact 
Analysis: Facilities: Facility Expansion (Launch 
Ramp. Marina, etc.): Consultation and 
Coordination: General Comments; Facilities: 
Lake Boating Capacities (Boats at Any One 
Time). 

01626. 
Visitor Use. Experience. and Safety: Impacts 
from Personal Watercraft Use: Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat: Impacts trom Personal 
Watercraft Use: General Assumptions Used for 
Analysis: Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: 
Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions. 
08207. Alternatives: Alternative B: 
Soundscapes: Cumulative Impacts: 
Soundscapes: Impacts from Personal Watercraft 
Use: Soundscapes: Regulations, Methodologies, 
and Assumptions. 

O1S28. 
Water Quality: Cumulative Impacts: Other 
NEPA Issues: General Comments; Alternatives: 
New Alternatives or Elements; Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning in Primitive and Semiprimitive Areas at 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave. 


Wilderness Society and National Parks Conservation 


Association — 08204. Alternatives: 


Alternative B: Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Cumulative Impacts: Visitor Use, 
Experience. and Safety: Enforcement; 
References: General Comments: Cultural 
Resources: Impacts from Personal Watercraft 
Access: Visitor Use, Experience. and Safety: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft Use: Wildlife 
and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts from Personal 
Watercraft Use: Soundscapes: Impacts from 
Personal Watercraft Use: Threatened and 
Endangered Species: Impacts from Personal 
Watercraft Use: Shoreline Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation: Impacts to Shoreline: Purpose and 
Need: National Park Service Interpretation of 
Impairment Policies and Mandates: Purpose and 
Need: Objectives in Taking Action; Visitor 
Conflicts: Other Recreational Conflicts: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning: Park 
Location Specific to Zoning: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning in Primitive Semiprimitive Areas at 
Lake Mead and Lake Mohave: Threatened and 
Endangered Species: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions: Water 
Quality: Regulations, Methodologies, and 
Assumptions; Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline 
100-ftoot Flat-Wake Area. 
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PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS 


Arizona Game and Fish Department — SYS. 


Visitor Conflicts: Boater Education: 
Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments: Miscellaneous Topics: General 
Comments: Alternatives: New Alternatives or 
Elements: Sanitation and Litter: 

Overnight Boater Portable Toilet Requirement: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning: Park 
Location Specific to Zoning: Visitor Conflicts: 
Personal Watercraft Visitor Conflicts: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning in Primitive and 
Semuprimitive Areas at Lake Mead and Lake 
Mohave: Water Quality: Regulations. 
Methodologies. and Assumptions: Visitor 


Conflicts: Shoreline — 100-foot Flat-Wake Area: 
Visitor Conflicts: Uniform Boating Regulations. 


Department of Administrative Services — Laughlin 


Town Manager — 05387. Soctoeconomics: 
Economic Impact Analysis: Facilities: Facility 
Expansion (Launch Ramp. Marina, etc. ): 
Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments: Socioeconomics: Methodology and 
Assumptions. 


Department of the Interior, Grand Canyon National 


Park 09049; Alternatives: Alternative C 
(Preferred Alternative): Wildlife and Wildlite 
Habitat: Cumulative Impacts: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning: Park Location Specific to 
Zoning. 


Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 


OS8206. Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments: Miscellaneous Topies: General 
Comments: Purpose and Need: Park 
Legislation Authority: Threatened and 
Endangered Species: Regulations, 
Methodologies. and Assumptions, Purpose and 
Need: Scope of the Analysis: Appendix: 
Summary of Operations Under Forecasted 
Water Elevation. 


Environmental Protection Agency — 68203. 


Facilities: Facility Expansion (Launch Ramp. 
Marina, ete.) Other NEPA Issues: General 
Comments: Water Quality: Impacts from other 
Vessels: Air Quality: Impacts from Personal 
Watercraft from Airborne Pollutants: Air 
(Quality: Impacts to Air Quality (visibility. 
vegetation): Water Quality: Impacts to Water 
(Quality from Personal Watercraft Use. Aur 
Quality: Methodology and Assumptions: 
Resource Protection: Phasing of Clean Engine 
Technology: Water Quality: Regulations, 
Methodologies. and Assumptions. 


Mohave County Board of Supervisors — OS9R6. 


Visitor Use. Experience. and Satety: 
Enforcement: Alternatives: New Alternatives or 
Elements: Sanitation and Litter: Overnight 
Boater Portable Toilet Requirement: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning: Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning in Primitive and 
Semiprimitive Areas at Lake Mead and Lake 
Mohave: Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline — 100-foot 
Flat-Wake Area. 


Searchlight Town Advisory Board — 09048. 


Facilities: Facility Expansion (Launch Ramp. 
Marina, etc.); Consultation and Coordination: 
General Comments: General Assumptions Used 
for Analysis: General Methodology for 
Establishing Impacts Effects. 


State of Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs, State 


Historic Preservation Office — 03666. 
Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments: Cultural Resources: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions. 


State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — O82085. 


Visitor Conflicts: Alcohol Use: Alternatives: 
Alternative C (Preferred Alternative), Visitor 
Conflicts: Boater Education; Socioeconomics: 
Economic Impact Analysis: Facilities: Facility 
Expansion (Launch Ramp, Marina, ete.): 
Consultation and Coordination: General 
Comments: Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Impacts from All Watercraft: Wildlife 
and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts from All 
Watercraft; Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: 
Impacts to Water Quality from Personal 
Watercraft Use: Facilities: Lake Boating 
Capacities (Boats at Any One Time): 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements: 
V:sitor Conflicts: Other Recreational Conflicts: 
Sanitation and Litter: Overnight Boater Portable 
Toilet Requirement: Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning: Park Location Specific to Zoning: 
Visitor Use, Experience. and Safety: Park 
Operations: Resource Protection: Phasing of 
Clean Engine Technology: Visitor Use: 
Personal Watercraft Use within Lake Mead: 
Visitor Conflicts: Personal Watercraft Visitor 
Conflicts: Recreational Opportunity Zoning: 
Recreational Opportunity Zoning in Primitive 
and Semiprimitive Areas at Lake Mead and 
Lake Mohave: Visitor Conflicts: Shoreline 
100-foot Flat-Wake Area: Visitor Conflicts: 
Shoreline Zoning: Visitor Conflicts: Uniform 
Boating Regulations. 
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FORM LETTERS 


EXAMPLES OF FORM LETTERS SUBMITTED 
American Watercraft Association — 00106 

Daily. Barbara 03043 

Dunbar. Gloria OS6SS 

Faulconer. Jamie OL 890 


James. Alan 06898 


Jorgensen, Bob and Barbara — 01165 
Larson, Beth — 00998 

McVey. Candace — 00982 
Schuessler, Douglas — 00999 


Wend. Hannah — 05903 
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INDEX OF COMMENTERS BY TOPIC 


AIR QUALITY PAGE 81 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft from Airborne 
Pollutants 


American Canoe Association, Inc. — 08094 
Bluewater Network = OS4S95 
Environmental Protection Agency — 08203 


Impacts to Air Quality (visibility, vegetation) 
Environmental Protection Agency — 08203 
Fitzgibbons & Anderson Law Corporation 

OYOS9 


Methodology and Assumptions 


Environmental Protection Agency — 08203 
ALTERNATIVES PAGE 14 


Alternative A (No Action) 


Callville Bay Marina ORO88 


Lake Mead Boat Owners Association — 02215 

Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151, 08092 

Overton Beach Marina — OR8O89 
Alternative B 

American Canoe Association, Inc. — 08094 

Bluewater Network — 0859S 

Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151, O8092 

Sierra Club —— 08207 

Wilderness Society and National Parks 

Conservation Association — 08204 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative) 

Department of the Interior —— 09049 

Lake Mead Boat Owners Association — 02215 

Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151, 08092 

Overton Beach Marina — O8089 

State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — O8205 
Alternative D 

Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151, 08092 
Alternatives Eliminated 

American Canoe Association, Inc. — 08094 


Elements Common to All Alternatives 
Lake Mead Boat Owners Association — 02215 


New Alternatives or Elements 
American Bass 02258, O8980 
Amencan Canoe Association. Inc. — O8094 
Arivona and Nevada Concemed Citizens for the 
Continued Use of All of Lake Mead for All 
Ciuzens 00944 


Anzona Game and Fish Department — OS98S 
Lake Mead Boat Owners Association = 02215 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors — OS986 
Sierra Club, Southern Nevada Group 01528 
State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — 08205 
Valley Investigations = (974 

APPENDIX PAGE 146 


Analysis of Recreational Carrying Capacity 
Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. — 07151 
Laughlin Chamber of Cornmerce — 02303 


Summary of Operations Under Forecasted Water 


Elevation 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation 08206 


CONSULTATION AND 


COORDINATION PAGE 140 


General Comments 
Arizona and Nevada Concerned Citizens 
00001 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Department of Administrative Services 
Laughlin Town Manager — 05387 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation — 08206 
Friends of Lake Mead — O89] 
Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc. 
Laughlin Chamber of Commerce — 02303 
Searchlight Town Advisory Board = 09048 
State of Nevada Department ot ( ultural Affairs, 
State Historse Preservation Office — 03666 
State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — OR8205 
Valley Investigations — 0074 


OR9RS 


O71S1 


X| 


CULTURAL RESOURCES Pace 117 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft \ccess 
Blucwater Network = OSS9S 
Wilderness Society and National Parks 


Conservation Association OS204 


Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 
Bluewater Network = OXS9S 


State of Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs, 
State Histor Preservation Office —- 03666 


FACILITIES Pact 33 
Facility Expansion (Launch Ramp, Marina, etc.) 
Bilbray Industries, Inc UXNYO) 
Department of Administrative Services 


Laughlin Town Manager 05387 
Environmental Protection Agency = 08203 
Lake Mead Boat Owners Association = 02215 
Las Vevas Boat Harbor, Inc oN? 
Laughlin Chamber of Commerce 02303 
Overton Beach Marina O8U89 
Searchhght Town Advisory board = 9048 
State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — OS205 


Lake Boating Capacities (Boats at \ny One Time) 


Bluewater Network —O8S9S 

Callville Bay Marina OS08S 

Lake Mead Boat Owners Association 2215 
Las Vegas Boat Harbor, lic O71S1, ON092 
Laughlin Chamber of Commerce — 02303 
State of Nevada Division of Wildlife — O8205 


Valley Investigations = 00974 


Other Vark Facilities 


Las Vegas Boat Harbor. Inc O71S1, ON092 


GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS 


USED FOR ANALYSIS PAGE 76 
Ceneral Methodseiogs for Establishing 
Impacts/E flects 
American Canoe Association, inc OSO94 
Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc 71S) 


Personal Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions 


American Canoe Association, Inc ON0U4 
Bluewater Network OXS9S 
Kawasaki Motors Corp.. USA 09087 


Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
01626 


MISCELLANEOUS TOPICS Paci 150 
General Comments 
Anzona Game and Fish Department 
Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc wrist 
Department of the Intenor, Burcau «i 
Reclamation 08206 


(AYUARS 


OTHER NEPA ISSUES Pact 138 


General Comments 
American Canoe Association, Inc OXOY4 
Anvona and Nevada Concerned Citizens 

O00 | 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Lake Viead Boat Owners Association 
Srerra C...0, Southern Nevada Group 


OXD03 
O2215 


OLS2IS 


PURPOSE AND NEED PAGE 3 
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Comments 
andResponses 


A BLANK PAGE 


PURPOSE AND NEED 
Scope of the Analysis 


Issue 1: Relationship of the Lake Management Plan to Other Plans 
d Comment: What ts the relationship between the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DENS) and the 


plan presented in 1999-2000 to collect user fees at the Lake Mead National Recreation Arca entrance 
stations” 


Response: There is no relationship between this Lake Management Plan and the Environmental 
issessment published in 1999-2000. The plan presented in 1999-2000 evaluated the umpact of the 
construction at the entrance stations. This plan does not propose or affect changes in fees. 


Public Comment 


Commenter {ffiliation 
01601 B. 01601 D 


Incdis sdual 


Park Legislation’ Authority 


Issuc 1: Mission Statement and Enabling Legislation 


dM 


Comment: Both the Nztional Park Service (NPS) mission and the enabling legrstation for Lake Mead 
National Recreation Arca were referenced in the document and should be provided 1m the appendix. 


Response: The Lake Mead mission statement ts to provide diverse inland water recreational opportunities 
ma spectacular desert setting for present and future generations. This statement has been added to the 
“Objectives in Taking Action” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. The enabling 
legislation for Lake Mead National Recreation Area (Public Law [PL] 88-639) ts summarized in this 
Environmental Impact Statement, but 1 ts not included in its entirety. As noted in the “References” 
chapter. public laws, regulations, and statutes can be found on the internet at http: www. gpo.gov. 


Public Comment. Commenter. Affiliation. 
OS 2068, OX 206 J Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: What acts and other legislative authorities or directives grant Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area the authority to plan for park resources and potentially restrict access? 


Response: Legislation and NPS-specific directives that provide Lake Mead with the authority to plan for 
park resources and determine park-appropriate uses are Wentified in the “Background” section of the 
“Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. Descriptions of park-specific planning documents, as well as 
servicewide legislation and NPS planning documents, are also provided in the “Background” section. 


Public Comment Comment’. Affiliation: 
H1601 BC. OLOOLIB EF, O1601 A. ¢ Indis dual 
and | 


Issue 2: Park Arbitrarily Decides Which Species Are “Threatened” and Which Resources are “Culturally 
Sensitive” without Adequate Public Input 


A 


Comment: How does the park decide what species are “threatened” and then change management, 
including use of the park, without public mput? Our concern ts the same with culturally sensitive areas 
how can you designate the area as sensitive and take management action without public input”? Who gave 
you the authority to restrict our freedom’? 


Response. As discussed in the “Affected Environment” chapter, Lake Mead National Recreation Area has 
several threatened and endangered species (refer to appendix F) that are listed by the US. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with the Endangered Species Act. Lasting of species under the Endangered 
Species Act ts a complex process that takes many years of research and public input. The National Park 
Service ts required by section 7 of the Endangered Species Act to ensure that any action the Park Service 
authorizes, funds, or carries out ts not likely to peopardize the continued existence of a listed species or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. 


As described in the “Servicewide Legislation and Planning Documents” section of the “Purpose of and 
Need for the Plan” chapter, the NPS Organic Act directs the parks to conserve native wildlife unimpaired 
for future generations. In addition, NPS Management Policies (NPS 2001\¢) directs all units of the Park 
Service to inventory, monitor, and manage state and locally listed species and other native species that are 
of special management concern to the parks in order to maintain their natural distribution and abundance. 


The Lake Mead National Recreation Area General Management Plan (NPS 1986) designated natural 
zones and environmental protection and outstanding natural feature subzones within the recreation area. 
This document was finalized in 1986 after extensive public review and input. Park biologists used the 


Park Legislation Authority 


information in the General Management Plan and survey and species distribution lists to determine the 
most sensitive habitat within the lake and shoreline environments of Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


As discussed in the “Methodology” section for cultural resources (“Environmental Consequences” 
chapter), the National Park Service must comply with numerous laws, regulations, and policies related to 
the protection and preservation of cultural resources. The National Park Service is required under the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 to establish programs in consultation with State Historic 
Preservation Offices to identify, evaluate, and nominate properties for the National Register of Historic 
Places. The Park Service is required under the NPS Organic Act to manage the recreation area with the 
purpose of conserving the historic objects while providing for their enjoyment. NPS Management Policies 
provides direction for the management and protection of cultural resources. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00149B, 01506 A Individual 


Issue 3: Personal Watercraft Can Be Singled Out for Regulation 


A 


Comment: Although the personal watercraft industry has claimed personal watercraft cannot be regulated 
differently than other motorboats, the National Park Service determined that personal watercraft are 
different from conventional motorboats and finalized personal watercraft-specific regulations in March 
2000. What is the definition of a personal watercraft in the Lake Mead plan and how are personal 
watercraft being regulated separately from other watercraft? 


Response: The NPS definition of personal watercraft is as follows: “Personal watercraft refers to a vessel, 
usually less than 16 feet in length, which uses an inboard, internal combustion engine powering a water 


jet pump as its primary source of propulsion. The vessel is intended to be operated by a person or persons 


sitting, standing, or kneeling on the vessel, rather than within the confines of the hull” (see “Personal 
Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan” chapter). 


As discussed in “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, the National Park Service evaluated and 
chose the best regulatory approach in the preferred alternative (and modified preferred alternative) in 
order to maintain the opportunities for various types of recreation while protecting the resources of the 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Some portions of alternative C (modified preferred alternative), 
such as the proposed recreational opportunity spectrum, regulate personal watercraft separately from other 
watercraft, while other aspects, such as the phase-out of old engine technology, regulate engine type 
instead of watercraft type. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8595C Bluewater Network Organization 


Current Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework 


Issue 1: Compliance with Bluewater Network Settlement Agreement 


A 


Comment: The draft management plan does not comply with the court settlement between the National 
Park Service and Bluewater Network regarding analyses of effects personal watercraft has on the National 
Recreation Area. Why is data not included in the plan regarding the effects of personal watercraft as 
required by the court order? 


Response: A summary of the NPS rulemaking and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained 
under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 
The National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the impacts of 
personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that could be 
affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available data, as 
required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulation 
[CFR] 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional judgment prevailed using assumptions and 
extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where personal watercraft are used, and personal 
observations of park staff. This Final Environmental Impact Statement includes additional text in the air 
and water resources sections to better define the magnitude of impact from personal watercraft on park 
resources. In addition, see Air and Water responses to comments. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOLISA Individual 


Comment: Why did the plan not recognize the thousands of public comments received on the NPS 
personal watercraft rulemaking opposing continued use of these vessels in units of the National Park 
Service? The final plan should include in the record the 30,000 citizen “omments supporting a ban on 
personal watercraft at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Response: Among many objectives, the Lake Management Plan strives to resolve a number of overall 
lake management issues related to visitor use and safety, sanitation, recreation, concessions, etc. The Lake 
Management Plan contains analyses for the continuation of and banning of personal watercraft use at the 
recreation area through the various alternatives. The 30,000 citizen comments submitted on the NPS 
personal watercraft rulemaking in the year 2000 are out of scope with the objectives of this planning effort 
because they address the servicewide rule rather than the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements for the Lake Management Plan. The controversy regarding personal watercraft use in park 
units is summarized under “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Purpose of and 
Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OXS9SM Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: Some commenters stated that the settlement agreement should not overturn PL 88-639 (Lake 
Mead legislation) or U.S. Code Title 16. The National Park Service should be representing the interests of 
the general public and not special interest groups. 


Response: The settlement agreement did not supercede or overturn Lake Mead enabling legislation. Both 
the personal watercraft settlement agreement (described in “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory 
Background” in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter) and the authorizing legislation for Lake 
Mead were considered when developing alternatives for this Lake Management Plan. 


The “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter states that the overall 
objective for the plan is to improve the management of Lakes Mead and Mohave while providing for the 
long-term protection of park resources and allowing a range of recreational activities. This objective was 


Current Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework 


derived from the enabling legislation for Lake Mead National Recreation Area. As further stated in this 
section, a special analysis on the management of personal watercraft was also provided under each 
alternative to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between the Bluewater Network and the 
National Park Service. 


As a result, the alternatives presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements protect 
resources and values while providing recreational opportunities at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
As required by the settlement agreement and NPS policies, the impacts associated with personal 
watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each alternative (refer to the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment to park resources. The National Park 
Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), including the provision for personal 
watercraft and other watercraft use, would not result in impairment of park resources and values for which 
the Lake Mead Recreation Area was established. Thus, by ensuring resources are protected for future 
generations, the National Park Service is representing the interests of the general public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OLOOLAC, OL601A F, Individual 
01601B C and F 


Issue 2: Compliance with National Park Service Director's Orders 


A 


Comment: A commenter questioned the values of NPS employees when the NPS Director's Orders 
establish standards for which the plan does not meet. These standards include: Parks are a legacy: 
Preservation matters; National Park Service ts part of the American community; Parks are to be enjoyed 
and preserved: and National Park Service is credible. In other words, the mission of the National Park 
Service is the responsibility of every employee. Allowing personal watercraft within the National 
Recreational Area is clearly insubordination of NPS duties as public servants. How can the National Park 
Service propose in its preferred alternative to continue personal watercraft use in light of these mandates? 


Response: Every NPS employee is responsible for protection of park resources and values given NPS 
Management Policies and overarching environmental protection laws, such as the Endangered Species 
Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and Clean Air Act, which are described in the “Background” 
section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. Each proposed alternative contained in the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements has been analyzed in order to understand the effects of 
personal watercraft use on park resources and values present within the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. This Final Environmental Impact Statement discloses the context, intensity, and duration of impacts 
as required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), including those from continued 
and discontinued personal watercraft use within the recreation area. The Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements also include findings of nonimpairment to park resources and values based upon the 
criteria and methodology contained in the “Criteria and Thresholds for Impact Analyses” section of the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


The Park Service employees who prepared the Drafi and Final Environmental Impact Statements have 
fulfilled their responsibilities to assess potential consequences and benefits of cach alternative and were 
diligent in finding applicable ways to reduce impacts and avoid impairment to Lake Mead Recreation 
Area resources and values. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX9YRYB Individual 


Objectives in Taking Action 


Issue 1: Purpose and Objectives Are Not Congruent with Plan Content 


A 


Comment: NPS representatives stated at recent public meetings that additional personnel would not be 
available to enforce the proposed Lake Management Plan. \f the rules and regulations outlined in the plan 
cannot be enforced, then a new plan needs to be written to provide a workable way to manage the lake. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area will incorporate the operational needs identified in the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements into the priorities submitted annually under the 
Operating Formulation System at the national park system. This administrative system ts in place for park 
units to identify operational needs. Also see responses to Enforcement Issues under Visitor Use, 
Experience, and Safety. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORSIRA Individual 


Comment: The plan as written appears to be either (1) a vehicle to lobby for additional funding by 
presenting the perception of overcrowding, visitor conflicts, and chronic understaffing at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, or (2) is an effort to undermine the National Recreation Area’s Enabling 
Legislation for the purpose of creating five complex park settings (recreation opportunity spectrum 
{ROS]) that restrict or over regulate future use at Lake Mead. Neither scenario was ever intended by the 
park legislation. 


Response: The Lake Management Plan was not written to be a vehicle to lobby or as an effort to 
undermine the enabling legislation. The “Introduction” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” 
chapter states, “the overall objective of the plan is to improve the management of Lakes Mead and 
Mohave while providing for the long-term protection of park resources and allowing a range of 
recreational activities.” This objective was derived from the enabling legislation for Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area, which provides for management of public recreation and for the preservation of the 
scenic, historic, scientific, and other important features of the area. The act specifically states that the 
Secretary of the Interior may provide for and describe regulations pertaining to uses of the National 
Recreation Area including “general recreation use, such as bathing. boating, camping, and picnicking.” 


This Environmental Impact Statement evaluates alternatives and strategies for protecting the resources 
and values of Lake Mead National Recreation Area, while offering recreational opportunities as provided 
for in the park’s enabling legislation, purpose, mission, and goals as referenced under “Park Specific 
Legislation and Planning Documents” in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. A special 
analysis on the management of personal watercraft is provided under each alternative to meet the terms of 
the settkement agreement between the Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03665D,. OO9RS® EF. I Individual 


Issue 2: Plan Wording Misleads Reader as to Lake Mead's Purpose 


A 


Comment: The word “park” should not be used to describe Lake Mead and its resources. Lake Mead ts a 
national recreation area and not a national park. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts a unit of the national park system and is managed 
under the same laws and policies as a “national park.” The NPS Organic Act of 1916 directs the National 
Park Service to manage units “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations.” Congress reiterated this mandate in the Redwood National Park 


Objectives in Taking Action 


A 


Expansion Act of 1978 by stating that the National Park Service must conduct its actions in a manner that 
will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, 
except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress.” While the enabling 
legislation of Lake Mead National Recreation Area does provide for the management of public recreation, 
it also provides for the preservation of the scenic, historic, scientific, and other important features of the 
area as discussed in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. The 
term “park” is used because Lake Mead National Recreation Area is a unit of the national park system. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03665C, 01601B Individual 


3: Initiate Wilderness Suitability Study to Protect Sensitive Areas 


Comment: The Muddy and Virgin Rivers inflow areas deserve the highest degree of protection because of 
their primitive qualities and important habitat. Currently personal watercraft can access the Colorado and 
Virgin Rivers inflows at high speed. Due to the diversity of plant and animal species and primitive nature 
of these areas, we encourage the National Park Service to initiate a wilderness suitability study. 


Response: The Virgin River inflow area would be protected as a primitive area under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. Only nonmotorized 
vessels and boats with electric trolling motors would be permitted to operate in this area. The Muddy 
River inflow area is managed cooperatively by the Nevada Division of Wildlife and the National Park 
Service and is zoned as semiprimitive under alternative C. The National Park Service would continue to 
work with the Nevada Division of Wildlife to protect sensitive habitat in this area. As noted under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C), personal watercraft would be specifically restricted via a 
unit-specific rule in primitive and semiprimitive areas, including the Virgin and Muddy Rivers inflow 
areas. 


The Colorado River inflow area is zoned as rural natural under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C). This zoning is contingent upon the Grand Canyon National Park allowing motorized boat 
traffic to enter the canyon from Lake Mead. If Grand Canyon were zoned to exclude boats from entering 
the canyon from Lake Mead, the Colorado River inflow area would be managed as semiprimitive. Grand 
Canyon National Park is currently preparing the Colorado River management plan, which will address 
motorized use in the Grand Canyon. As a result, this issue was dismissed from further consid. ration as 
discussed in the “Issues and Impact Topics” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


A wilderness proposal was completed for Lake Mead National Recreation Area in 1974. This act 
determined that the lakes and shoreline areas, to a maximum of 300 feet back from the high-water lines of 
the lake, are inconsistent with wilderness management. Therefore, the lake shorelines to 300 feet above 
the high-water line, and inflow areas are not considered suitable for wilderness designation. Based on this 
analysis, wilderness suitability was also dismissed as an issue (refer to the “Issues and Impact Topics” 
section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter). The Clark County Public Land Conservation 
Act (Clark County 2002) was recently passed by both houses of Congress and established 180,000 acres 
of wilderness in Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204T The Wilderness Society Organization 


Issue 4: National Park Service Identification of the Preferred Alternative in the Draft Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: Why has the National Park Service identified a preferred alternative at this time? This ts 
required when the Final Environmental Impact Statement comment period closes. Naming a preferred 
alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement biases the objectivity of the plan. 


Y 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


Response: The CEQ regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, define 
the “preferred alternative” as the agency preferred course of action at the time a draft environmental 
impact statement is released for public review (1502.14(e), 40 Questions, 4(a)). The National 
Environmental Policy Act is designed as a planning process that is used for public disclosure of the range 
of reasonable alternatives, the consequences of those alternatives, and the agency's proposed course of 
action at the time the draft environmental impact statement is released. The NEPA process also provides 
opportunities for public comment on the proposed alternatives and analysis. If disclosing the agency's 
proposed course of action were left until the final environmental impact statement, the agency would not 
have the opportunity to fully explore other options until the end of the process. Director's Order 12 
(NPS 2000a) (the Park Service implementing procedures for the National Environmental Policy Act) 
encourages disclosing the preferred alternative at the time the draft environmental impact statement is 
released in order to obtain the benefit of ful! dialogue with the public. 


Disclosing the proposed preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact statement does not 
mandate that the agency implement that alternative. Rather, it merely gives the public an opportunity to 
comment on the rreferred alternative (along with other alternatives proposed), to suggest other 
alternatives and mitigation measures, and to present information or data to help the agency in its 
subsequent decision making. This Final Environmental Impact Statement contains a “modified preferred 
alternative” (alternative C) that reflects changes and edits in response to public input, among other factors, 
received during the public comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Lake 
Management Plan. The final decision on the alternative that will be implemented will be contained in the 
Record of Decision that will be available no sooner than 30 days after release of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8110B Individual 


Issue 5: Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act Funds 


A 


Comment: Use of Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act (F ASFRA) funds does not guarantee 
personal watercraft access. The personal watercraft industry has long maintained that personal watercraft 
users have a “right” to use any boating infrastructure built using FASFRA funds. However, a 1999 Florida 
lawsuit negates the industry's claim. In Kissimmee River Valley Sportsman Association v. The City of 
Lakeland (60 F. Supp. 2d 1289) (see enclosed copy), the U.S. District Court in Florida ruled that 
FASFRA funds does not create a federal right to equal access for boats of common horsepower ratings at 
boat launch facilities constructed or maintained under the act. This case suggests that government 
agencies may prohibit personal watercraft regardless of whether they have taken FASFRA funds to 
construct boat launches and facilities. 


Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the National Park Service would not limit access to public or commercial launch facilities by 
boat type within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. All launch facilities are constructed with federal or 
federal state funding. Lake Mead National Recreation Area is partnering with the Nevada Division of 
Wildlife, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Bureau of Reclamation to provide improved 
recreation facilities. Funds provided through the Sportfish Restoration Program, the Clean Vessel Act, 
State Lake Improvement Fund, and the Reclamation Recreation Act have been used for the construction 
of new launch ramps, courtesy docks, floating boat-pump-out stations, first-aid stations, and parking 
areas. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8S9SD Bluewater Network Organization 
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Objectives in Taking Action 


Issue 6: Need for the Plan 


A 


Comment: Why is it that places like Lake Success in California, that only has 80,000 acre feet of water at 


full capacity, doesn’t have an environmental problem and lakes the size of Mead and Mohave do? 


Response: We are not familiar with the environment of Lake Success in California. However, there are 
environmental issues associated with motorized recreation within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
The National Park Service will enter into a monitoring program to ensure the environment of Lakes Mead 
and Mohave is safe and protected. As noted in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter, the 
objectives of this Lake Management Plan include protection of natural and cultural resources while 
allowing for a broad range of recreational opportunities to enhance visitor experience. Fulfilling these 
objectives requires addressing not only environmental concerns, but a variety of recreational and visitor 
concerns that are not necessarily dependant on the size of the water body. The many issues that must be 
addressed in the plan are noted in the “Issues and Impact Topics” section of the “Purpose of and Need for 
the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00035C Individual 


National Park Service Interpretation of Impairment Policies and Mandates 


Issue 1: National Park Service Has Not Followed Its Mandate to Leave Park Resources Unimpaired for 
Future Generations 


A 


Commen:: The Park Service is required under the Organic Act to leave park resources unimpaired for 
future generations. How does the Lake Management Plan comply with this requirement when it still 
proposes in three of the four alternatives to continue personal watercraft use at Lake Mead, especially in 
light of the fact that 70% of Americans want to enjoy public lands without interference from personal 
watercraft, dirt bikes, aircraft, etc.” 


Response: The “Summary of Laws and Policies” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter 
summarizes the three overarching laws that guide the National Park Service in making decisions 
concerning protection of park resources. These laws, as well as others, are also reflected in the NPS 
Management Policies. An explanation of how the Park Service applied these laws and policies to analyze 
the effects of personal watercraft on Lake Mead National Recreation Area resources and values can be 
found under “Impairment Analysis” in the “Methodology” section. 


An impairment to a particular park resource or park value must rise to the magnitude of a major impact, as 
defined by its context, duration, and intensity and must also affect the ability of the National Park Service 
to meet its mandates as established by congress in the park’s enabling legislation. For each resource topic, 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements establish thresholds or indicators of magnitude of 
impact. An impact approaching a “major” level of intensity is one indication that impairment could result. 
For each impact topic, when the intensity approached “major,” the team would consider mitigation 
measures to reduce the potential for “major” impacts, thus reducing the potential for impairment. 


In response to growing concern regarding potential impacts from personal watercraft use, the National 
Park Service began an extensive review and regulation process. While comments were received opposing 
continued use of personal watercraft within units of the Park Service, other comments supported its use, 
under certain conditions designed to protect park resources and values. Recognizing that some units 
needed to complete more local planning and analyses of impacts, the final servicewide personal watercraft 
regulation allowed for local decision-making on a park-by-park basis. 


Both the servicewide regulation and subsequent court settlement with Bluewater Network acknowledged 
that park units proposing to continue personal watercraft use must complete an analyses of impacts, 
including a thorough analysis at the enabling legislation of the unit, its management objectives, and the 
park resources and values potentially affected by continued use. While public comment on continued 
personal watercraft use is considered, it is done so while also taking into account these other factors. 


In the case of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, three of the four alternatives were analyzed 
under various personal watercraft scenarios, along with management of other watercraft and recreational 
objectives. The alternatives also consider means to mitigate the effects of personal watercraft on park 
resources and values, including limiting use in areas where management objectives strive to create a 
visitor experience without intrusion of these vessels or where important park resources must be protected. 
The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
mitigation measures to protect other park users from potential conflicts with personal watercraft (refer to 
the modified preferred alternative section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, as well as other 
measures to protect species of special concern, water, and air resources). 


National Park Service Interpretation of Impairment Policies and Mandates 


The National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, including the provision for continued personal watercraft use, if 
implemented, would not result in an impairment of park resources and values for which the Lake Mead 
Recreation Area was established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
05983A, other documents 08094 Individual 
(American Canoe Association) and 

08204 (National Parks Conservation 

Association) 08595 B (Bluewater) 


Comment: The management policies of the National Park Service are clear so that if there is potential for 
impairment, parks can defer to local, state and other federal agencies, private industry, and 
nongovernmental organizations to meet the broader spectrum of recreational needs (NPS Management 
Policies section 8.2). The Lake Management Plan's preferred alternative does not weigh impacts to other 
visitors and natural resources as carefully as the NPS Management Policies clearly indicate. Why was this 
not done in the Plan / Environmental Impact Statement? 


Response: See the above response for an explanation of how laws and policies, including impairment 
findings, were applied in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. \n addition to this 
response, see the “Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety” sections in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter for the methodology and findings for each alternative. The modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement incorporates substantive mitigation for 
reducing conflicts between park visitors. Proposed mitigation includes separation of shoreline activities, 
flat-wake zones, and 200-foot flat-wake areas around beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the 
shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. 


The commenter is correct in noting that the NPS Management Policies direct units to defer to other 
sources of recreational use outside of its jurisdiction, should there be a potential for impairment of park 
resources and values, including the purposes of the unit as established by congress in the unit's enabling 
legislation. The National Park Service finds that there is no potential for impairment of any resource or 
value, as discussed under the “Impact Indicators, Criteria, and Methodology” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. These indicators and criteria were created following study of 
scientific literature and management goals and objectives; after consultation with resource experts, and in 
accordance with resource protection mandates. This Final Environmental Impact Statement applies this 
thorough analysis in making its impairment findings for each resource. 


If there were to be a potential for impairment, and the impairment could not be avoided through applying 
substantive mitigation, the closest available source to pursue personal watercraft recreation would be 
other regional waters. Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts recognized as a major recreational water 
body. If personal watercraft use were banned under alternative A, regional recreational waters in Nevada, 
Utah, Arizona, and California would be impacted by displacement of personal watercraft users from 
Lakes Mead and Mohave. Many of these areas currently operate at their boating capacities during the 
summer months as noted in the “Impacts of Alternative A: No Action” section in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204 Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative A (No Action) 


Issue 1: Alternative A 


A 


Comment: Alternative A is the best plan because the National Park Service cannot or does not want to 
enforce the laws that are already on the books, such as alcohol consumption or minors on jet skis. 


Response: Boating law enforcement ts a cooperative effort between the states of Nevada and Arizona and 
the National Park Service. There are a number of laws that are enforced, and they differ depending on the 
state in which the boater is located. “Appendix E: Comparison of Boating Regulations” (volume | of this 
Final Environmental Impact Statement) lists a number of boating laws and shows how they differ across 
the different enforcement entities or jurisdictions. The implementation of boating laws is being done 
cooperatively with the respective states. This provides a greater understanding of the rules and greater 
opportunity for enforcement. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) identifies the need for 
uniform boating laws for boating activities on Lakes Mead and Mohave as stated in the “Impacts of 
Alternative C” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. Enforcement, boating education, 
and alcohol use are also discussed for alternative (refer to the “Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety” 
section in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter). Under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), the National Park Service would pursue uniform boating laws, boater education, and the 
prohibition of alcohol use while operating a boat. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOISIA Individual 


Issue 2: Alternative A Data Inaccurate 


A 


Comment: \n the “Alternative A: No Action” section of the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, 
table 20 [sic] is inaccurate. The following items are referenced: 
l. Overton Beach Marina to have 200 pull-through sites — there are over 600. 


2. [Paragraph 2] Table 10 is further misleading under which the “pull-through parking” category by 
authorizing 415 additional spaces — this is a “no action” plan and as such should be at the very 
least representative of factual data. 


3. Overton Beach Marina is authorized for 830 single parking spaces; Genera! Management Plan 
(GMP) authorizes 880 parking spaces (reference vol. 1, pp. xiii and 172). 


4. Existing personal watercraft rentals are shown to be 8 — the correct number is 12. 


Existing number of boats (rental) is shown to be 5 — the correct number is 7. 


> 


Existing number of wet slips is shown to be 135 — the correct number is 140. 


—_ 


Existing launch lanes is shown to be 4 and launch capacity of 192 — Meeting with Jim Holland on 
April 17, 1997 records an indication of 7 launch lanes and a capacity of 425 (factor of 10 launches 
per hour — not &). 


The outdated and grossly inaccurate data found in tables 8 and 10 ts carried through as a foundation and 
causes further misrepresentation and miscalculations in the tables listed, contaminating the results in all of 
the alternatives. 


Response: The information has been revised in the Final Environmental Impact Statement to show the 
existing 140 slips, 7 rental boats, and 12 personal watercraft. These minor changes in data do not 
substantially affect the analysis of impacts contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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Alternative A (No Action) 


The parking calculations were based on aerial photographs showing the facility at capacity operation at an 
approximate lake elevation of 1,180 feet above mean sea level and thu. was not revised in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The launch capacity was calculated consistent with other public launch 
ramps where they either function as side launch ramps or straight launch ramps but not both. Therefore, 
the launch capacity ts based on the four-side launch lanes at eight minutes per launch/retrieval operation 
(consistent with other public launch ramps). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSORIC, excerpts from OXO89 Overton Beach Marina Business 


Issue 3: Selection of Alternative A Until Alternative C Is Better Defined 


A 


Comment: With the information to date and the lack of detail in the draft plan, alternative A would be 
recommended, with or without a personal watercraft plan, until alternative C is defined more concisely in 
writing and the public has the chance to thoroughly review and comment on it in the final form. 


Response: The National Park Service has modified the preferred alternative based on extensive public and 
agency comments received during the 60-day public comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement / Lake Management Plan. The changes made to the preferred alternative which its now the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) are explained ia detail in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter. The process and methodologies used to evaluate the effects of this alternative on 
all park resources and visitor experience, facilities, and conflicts at Lakes Mead and Mohave are identified 
in the “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, and the impacts associated 
with alternative C are also noted in this chapter. The detail in this analysis is consistent with the 
requirements of Director's Order 12, which contains the NPS implementing procedures for the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Further environmental analysis (including public involvement) that 
tiers from this Final Environmental Impact Statement / Lake Management Plan would be undertaken 
when specific projects are proposed at the Recreation Area, such as the expansion of Cottonwood Cove or 
the addition of a new launch ramp at Eldorado Canyon or Stewarts Point. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02215F Lake Mead Organization 


Boat Owners Association 


Issue 4: Wet Slip Allocation Under Alternative A 


A 


Comment: The plan [General Management Plan] stated that Callville would have a maximum of 

75 house boats, not 65 as stated in the Lake Management Plan. The plan [General Management Plan] 
also allocated 1,050 wet slips and the only alternative that would maintain this number is alternative A. 
Callville can certainly support this number along with available lake access. 


Response: The plan has been revised to show 75 houseboats at Callville Bay. The maximum development 
level for cach marina ts being revised during this planning process based on the boating carrying capacity 
of Lakes Mead and Mohave. This carrying capacity is explained in the “Description of Alternatives” 
section under the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, “Appendix A: Commercial Services Plan,” 
and in “Appendix B: Analysis of Recreational Carrying Capacity.” While the marina may be able to 
support a higher number, the desired future condition on the lakes or shorelines under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) cannot support the level of development originally proposed in the 
1986 General Management Plan. Therefore, under this Lake Management Plan, the marina and public 
launch capacities would be revised as shown under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORORRA Callville Bay Marina Business 


Alternative B 


Issue 1: Alternative B 


A 


Comment: Alternative B is supported with the following amendment: Total climination of personal 
watercraft operations throughout Lake Mead and Lake Mohave, and acceleration of the phase out date for 
two-stroke motor operation, in accordance with the Park Service's protection mandate. 


Response: The air and water analysis has been revised in the Final Environmental Impact Statement to 
clarify the effects of early phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines. The impact of the elimination of 
personal watercraft was considered in alternative A, but was not included under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C). It was determined that personal watercraft use under alternative C would not 
result in impairment to park resources and ts consistent with the park's purpose and management 
objectives defined by the enabling legislation for Lake Mead National Recreation Area. A discussion on 
what constitutes impairment (as defined by resource) is contained in the “Methodology” section of the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. This Lake Management Plan analysis has also taken into 
consideration the demand for personal watercraft use. as evidenced by the fact that 35° of the boats on 
the water at any one time are personal watercraft. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM ELE, Form E2D Individual 


Comment: End all personal watercraft use through the amendment of alternative B. Visitor use and the 
diversity of animal and plant species, some found nowhere else in the world, will directly benefit from 
eliminating personal watercraft, which are a threat to the park's mission of unimpaired conservation. 
However. alternative B is still insufficiently mitigated to maintain the natural quiet and other 
environmental resources of this treasured park. 


Response: Based on the impact analysis for alternatives B and C (refer to the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter), continued personal watercraft use would not result in impairment to the park 
resources or setting, nor would their use negatively impact the diversity of animal and plant species found 
within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Personal watercraft use is consistent with the park's purpose 
and management objectives. Therefore. the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) does not propose 
elimination of personal watercraft use. For further details, refer to comment responses under “Purpose and 
Need — National Park Service Interpretation of Impairment Policies and Mandates.” 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR204A Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Comment: The American Canoe Association supports alternative B, with respect to recreational 
opportunity zone designation and protection of inflow areas, but favors a dramatic reduction in personal 
watercraft use. Personal watercraft use should be prohibited in all rural natural, semiprimitive, and 
primitive zones as delineated in alternative B. 


Response. Personal watercraft use would continue to be prohibited in the primitive and semiprimitive 
zones of Lakes Mead and Mohave as proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The primitive and semiprimitive zones have been increased 
from 2° to 5% of the park waters. Based on public comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, the National Park Service reconsidered recreational uses that could occur in the rural 
natural zone and achieve desired visitor experience. There was no new information provided to support 
the elimination of personal watercraft from the rural natural zone other than requests to simply increase 
the acreage where they would be prohibited. Therefore. this change was not incorporated under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. As noted in 


Alternative B 


the previous response, continued personal watercraft would not result in impairment to park resources and 
values. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) shows that the rural natural zone would be managed for 
a 200-foot flat-wake zone proposed around beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near 
people in the water and at the water's edge as described the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 
A flat-wake zone is a speed of 5 mph or less. Mandatory flat-wake zones would protect nonmotorized 
watercraft and other users from high speeds and irresponsible behaviors that may be exhibited by personal 
watercraft and other watercraft operators. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8094C American Canoe Association Organization 
Comment: NPS analysis of personal watercraft impacts in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


appears to violate the terms of the court-ordered settlement agreement. It ts recommended that the 
National Park Service adopt alternative B with an amendment that calls for a personal watercraft 
prohibition, including direct-inyected and four-stroke models, on all Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
waters. 


Response: The National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the 
impacts of personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that 
could be affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available 
data, as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional 
judgment prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where 
personal watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. A summary of the NPS rulemaking 
and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of 
and Need for the Plan” chapter under “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background.” 


This Final Environmental Impact Statement includes additional text in air and water resources sections to 
better define the magnitude of impact from personal watercraft on park resources. Also, see Air and Water 
responses to comments. 


The impact of the elimination of personal watercraft was considered in alternative A, but was not included 
under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). It was determined that personal watercraft use 
would not result in impairment to park resources and is consistent with the park's purpose and 
management objectives defined by the enabling legislation for Lake Mead National Recreatio.. Area. A 
discussion on what constitutes impairment (as defined by resource) is contained in the “Methodology” 
section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


More specific information regarding the relationship between persona! watercraft use, the potential for 
impairment at Lake Mead, and the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) is provided in the 
comment response to “Purpose and Need — National Park Service Interpretation of Impairment Policies 
and Mandates.” 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORSOSA Bluewater Network Organization 


Alternative C (Preferred Alternative) 
Issue 1: Alternative C 


A 


Cc 


Comment: Commenters stated that alternative C ts well written, but disagreed with the closures that are 
proposed on Lake Mead. They believe that the National Park Service is attempting to close off the best 
fishing waters on the lake. Commenters proposed creating wakeless zones rather than closing areas or 
restricting horsepower so that the general public would continue to have some access to these waters. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) provides additional access to the primitive 
and semiprimitive areas. On Lake Mead, semiprimitive zones would be managed for flat-wake speed and 
primitive zones would allow for electric trolling motors (at flat-wake speed). Semiprimitive areas would 
include Bonelli Bay, Grand Wash Bay, and the Muddy River inflow area (Overton Wildlife Management 
Area). Primitive zones would be at the Virgin River inflow and Gypsum Beds. 


On Lake Mohave, Black Canyon would be managed for a primitive setting for two days per week year- 
round. Black Canyon would be managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or less) for five days 
per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. During the summer months, Black Canyon 
would be managed as rural natural for five days per week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and 
wakeboarding. For more information, refer to the revised description of the recreational opportunity zones 
in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM DI Indiv dual 


Comment: Some commenters stated that they would prefer to leave the management of proposed 
primitive and semiprimitive areas unchanged at this time. However, a suggested alternative restricting 
these areas to nonmotorized watercraft or watercraft with motors less than 65 horsepower, would make 
these areas wakeless. Another a!ternative would be to allow these areas to be managed as primitive or 
semiprimitive on odd days with unrestricted access on even days. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) provides for increased access to the 
semiprimitive and primitive zones as noted in the previous response. All semiprimitive zones on Lake 
Mead would allow any engine hoisepower: however. the vessel would have to operate at a flat-wake 
speed while operating in that zone. Flat-wake speed is defined as 5 mph or less. Primitive zones would 
only allow electric trolling motors. Horsepower restrictions would only be imposed along Black Canyon 
when that area is being managed as semiprimitive (five days per week before Labor Day and Memorial 
Day. See the “Visitor Conflict” section under the alternative C description in the “Alternatives Selected 
for Analysis” chapter for further details. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM Al Indiv dual 


Comment: \n table B-4, alternative C indicates zones 17 and 18 (which basically split the Overton Arm in 
half) will have almost equal boating capacities. Why then, is Echo Bay rewarded with 180 additional slips 
for a total of $40, while Overton Marina is only allotted a total of 185 slips? Alternative C, the preferred 
alternative, provides for 50 additional slips at Overton Beach Marina; however, the existing slip data ts 
incorrect. The marina can support more than 50 slips. The improvements proposed at Stewarts Point, 
which is in zone 17 with Echo Bay, will undoubtedly increase the boats at any one time factor in zone 17 
to a greater extent than zone 18, where Overton Beach Marina ts located. At a minimum, the additional 
allocation of slips between these two facilities must be equal. 


Response’ The infrastructure development has been taken into consideration in the zoning designations 
for the Overton Arm. Zone 17 ts proposed to be managed as an urban park setting and zone 18 ts 


Alternative C (Preferred Alternative) 


proposed to be managed as a urban natural setting under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 
These designations provide for increased use over the existing condition. Boats at any one time (BAOT) 
numbers for these zones are shown in table B-4 in appendix B. Commercial and public facility 
development and expansion needed to support higher use levels are shown in tables 21 and 22. 


In the development of the Lake Management Plan, the capacities of each marina were examined in 
relation to the General Management Plan. While capacities were adjusted, only one marina (Overton 
Beach) was authorized to exceed the capacity established in the General Management Plan. The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) provides for limited expansion (45 additional slips) of the Overton 
Boat Dock. There are a number of factors contributing to this decision. The physical space to support 
marina expansion at Overton Beach is limited, so parking is a limiting factor. But more important is the 
general location of the marina at the northern end of the Overton Arm of Lake Mead. The National Park 
Service finds that marinas more centrally located have a greater ability to distribute boats. As boats exit 
lake access sites they tend to distribute within 15 miles in each direction (Graefe and Holland 1997). 
Marinas at the end of the reservoir have limited ability for boat distribution, as boats can only distribute 
one direction from the marina, and thus, a greater percentage will be forced in a single direction, 
concentrating use in that area. Therefore, the preference is to expand the marinas where there is greater 
boat distribution potential. In the case of the Overton Arm of Lake Mead, expansion includes the 
construction of a new launch ramp at Stewarts Point and the expansion of launch capacity at Echo Bay 
Marina. Both of these facilities would influence use in zone 18. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OXOXYI Overton Beach Marina Business 
D Comment: Alternative C, the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, states 


“The width of the launch ramp, number of slips in the marina, and parking are the primary management 
tools used to manage the lake carrying capacity.” The data used for the widest ramp, number of slips, and 
parking at Overton Beach Marina is inaccurate and must be redetermined prior to adopting any of the 
alternatives. 


Response: The existing marina capacity has been changed from 135 to 140 wet slips in tables &, 14, 20, 
and 28 in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. The parking capacity in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements is based on aerial photographs showing the facility operating at peak 
capacity. The launch capacity for the launch ramp is determined consistent with other launch ramps of 
similar configuration and size. Therefore, the user data under each alternative is accurate. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSORYJ Overton Beach Marina Business 


Issue 2: Inaccuracies in Alternative C 


dA Comment: In “Table 20: Commercial Marina Services at Lake Mead under Alternative C” in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, where did the existing parking numbers come from for the Las Vegas 
Boat Harbor? There is no change to our parking numbers and this is very misleading. In addition, 
“Table 33: Summary of Existing Water Recreation Facilities at Lake Mead” in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, fails to list Las Vegas Bay and Lake Mead Cruises. 


Response: The Las Vegas Boat Harbor capacities are determined based on only 20% of the boats in the 
slips being out on the lake at any one time as indicated in footnote | for tables 25 and 26 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Additional parking capacity was allocated for the rental boats, 
restaurant, and store. The total single-space parking needed to support this marina operation was 
determined to be 285. The pull-through parking capacity for the public launch ramp was determined 
separately and found to be approximately 222. 


ALTERNATIVES 


The table in this Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to include Las Vegas Bay. Lake 
Mead Cruises is not specifically analyzed in this process because their total launch capacity is only four 
boats. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8092P Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Issue 3: Alternative C Is Too Ambiguous 


A 


Comment: Alternative C was rated as good, but there are concerns that it is not definitive enough in that 
actions could be interpreted in an unacceptable way, and that there is not enough staff to implement the 
plan. This is an issue that must be addressed in the plan if it is going to be acceptable. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement is now more definitive because the definitions for the recreational opportunity zoning scheme 
have been revised. Specific management criteria for each of the proposed primitive and semiprimitive 
zones are provided in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. Operational issues (such as 
staffing) associated with the management and planning for future recreational use of Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area are addressed in this Lake Management Plan as required by the NPS Director's 

Order 12. A lack of appropriate staff does not prevent park managers from defining the desired future 
condition of Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area will incorporate the operational and staffing needs identified in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement into the priorities submitted annually under the Operating 
Formulation Systems of the national park system. This administrative system ts in place for park units to 
identify operational needs. Over the past 10 years, Lake Mead National Recreation Area has experienced 
a 60% increase in its operating budget. Similar increases may occur in the future. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
Lake Mead 
O221SA Boat Owners Association Organization 


Issue 4: Alternative C Not in Accordance with Americans with Disabilities Act 


A 


Comment: Commenter stated that under alternative C many of their favorite places would be inaccessible 
because they can’t canoe or kayak. This is against the principles of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
[sic]. The commenter can support banning two-cycle engines and making certain coves wakeless, but 
cannot support closing special areas to all but physically fit people. 


Response: Under all alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the entire surface of the 
lake is open to all visitors. Visitors with disabilities are not prohibited from accessing any areas on the 
lakes. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) allows motorized use at flat-wake speed within 
the semiprimitive zones (except in Black Canyon where the semiprimitive zone is managed for 

65 horsepower or less) and only electric trolling motors in the primitive zones. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
Lake Mead 
02274A Boat Owners Association Individual 
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New Alternatives or Elements 


Issue 1: Inadequate Range of Alternatives 


A 


Comment: Some commenters believed that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not provide 
an adequate range of alternatives. An alternative that designates recreational opportunity zones similar to 
alternative B and prohibits personal watercraft use from all or most of Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area is needed. The statement in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that the alternatives selected 
represent “the full spectrum of reasonable options” ts simply inaccurate. 


Response: The NPS Director's Order 12 states that a full range of alternatives must be examined and that 
“the alternatives carried forward for analysis must meet project objectives to a large degree, although not 
necessarily completely.” The National Park Service believes the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements contain a reasonable range of alternatives under this definition. Regarding recreational 
opportunities, the planning objectives described in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter states 
that an objective of the plan is to ’’zone the waters for a variety of recreational experiences ranging from 
primitive to urban.” Objectives were developed from the recreation area enabling legislation. 


Alternatives presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements were developed by the 
NPS interdisciplinary planning team of Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The team developed the 
criteria to characterize the recreational opportunity zones and then mapped the zones on Lakes Mead and 
Mohave. The next step included developing the desired future conditions and alternatives to achieve those 
conditions. Once the alternatives were drafted. the team met with a wide-variety of user groups to seek 
feedback on the alternatives. In 1998, five public meetings were held and the alternatives were presented 
to the public. Following these public informational meetings, modifications to the alternatives were made 
to those presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Regarding personal watercraft use, the 
alternatives range from prohibiting personal watercraft under alternative A to unrestricted use of personal 
watercraft in alternative D. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8094AB American Canoe Association Organization 


Comment: When compared to existing conditions, it does not appear that the minor changes desired on 
alternative C are needed. The areas that are designated primitive and semiprimitive don’t contain many 
boats. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement takes into consideration existing conditions. One of the criteria used to identify primitive and 
semiprimitive areas was that they were remote and currently not receiving a great deal of visitor use. 
Therefore, your statement relative to these areas not currently having “many boats” is accurate and 
confirms one of the NPS evaluation criteria. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1670A Individual 


Comment: \t is clear that there are at least four ways the National Park Service can choose to go: 


l. Implementation of one of the untenable (both legally and fiscally) options. 
2. Maintain the status quo and seek funding sources or other solutions to enforce the laws as written. 
3. Transfer the Lake Mead National Recreation Area land management, maintenance, and law 


enforcement responsibility to the states of Nevada and Arizona. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


4. Invite concerned and involved citizens to assist in defining the issues and solutions associated with 
the operation of the recreation area, and do so in a manner that actually encourages participation. 


Response: The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presented a reasonable range of 
alternatives that are consistent with and support the recreation area’s enabling legislation, purpose. 
mission, and management objectives. Each of the alternatives are attainable both legally and fiscally. The 
National Park Service considered the status quo in alternative A, the no-action alternative. Transferring 
management of the park to the respective states was not considered, as this action would not be consistent 
with the enabling legislation of Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The formation of a citizen group to 
assume management of the recreation area is not consistent with NPS Management Policies and, 
therefore, was not considered. However, public input in this and subsequent planning efforts is required 
and always encouraged. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03665G Individual 
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RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY ZONING 


Percent Zoning Primitive Areas — Lake Mead 


Issue 1: Increase the Percent of Primitive and Semiprimitive Zoning 


A 


Comment: Setting aside a portion of the water area and the land area as primitive or semiprimitive is 
prudent future planning. It is advocated that 2° combined primitive semiprimitive area in alternative C be 
increased to 4° 6; such appropriate allocation to be based on information already available as part of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) reflects an increase in the percentage of lake 
waters designated as primitive and semiprimitive. The combined primitive and semiprimitive areas were 
changed from 2°o to 5°o. The designation of some areas has changed between the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. Under the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, primitive zones would be located in the Gypsum Bed area, and semiprimitive zones would be 
located in Grand Wash Bay of Lake Mead. Black Canyon above Willow Beach was temporally zoned as 
both primitive and semiprimitive. Temporal zoning would provide primitive, semiprimitive, and rural 
natural experiences at different times throughout the year. Under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), primitive areas would remain at the Gypsum Beds and the inflow area of the Virgin River. 
Semiprimitive areas would be designated at Bonelli Bay, Grand Wash, and the Muddy River inflow area 
(Overton Wildlife Management Area). 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) reflects revisions to Lake Mead surface acres of 
primitive and semiprimitive zones (803 acres and 5.946 acres, respectively). This Lake Mead acreage may 
increase depending on the outcome of the ongoing Colorado River management plan. If powerboats are 
prohibited from entering the Grand Canyon National Park along the Colorado River, then zones 23 and 24 
may be managed for semiprimitive settings. Zone 22 is not being considered for semiprimitive zoning, as 
it is a major destination zone for powerboats on Lake Mead. Lake distribution data show zone 22, 
including Sandy Point, to be one of the five most used zones on Lake Mead. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1S28B Sierra Club, Organization 
Southern Nevada Group 


Comment: By keeping 98% of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave open to personal watercraft use, the 
preferred alternative fails to ensure a safe, enjoyable visitor experience for nonmotorized recreational 
visitors. The noise created by personal watercraft is uniquely disturbing, as described in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on page 16. The noise generated from personal watercraft contradicts the 
NPS Management Policies that protect visitors’ peaceful and tranquil experience from being unreasonably 
interfered with. 


Response: The proposed recreational opportunity zoning for Lakes Mead and Mohave in the Draft? and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements recognizes a mix of recreational boating activities. The 
designation of primitive and semiprimitive zones identifies areas where emphasis would be placed on the 
peaceful and tranquil setting. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) increases the percentage 
of the lake waters designated as primitive or semiprimitive. The combined primitive and semiprimitive 
areas were changed from 2% to 5%. This acreage was increased based on the addition of Bonelli Bay and 
the Muddy River portion of the Overton Wildlife Management Area (an area already managed for flat- 
wake speed on days hunting is authorized). The addition of these areas to the semiprimitive zoning 
increased the acreage from 1,644 to 5,946 on Lake Mead. This acreage could be increased based on 
determinations made in the Colorado River management plan. Refer to the “Soundscapes” section of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter and the 
comment responses for Soundscapes. 


to 
on 


RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY ZONING 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O&8204Q Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Cc Comment: It is unclear why areas in the upper portions of Lake Mead could not be considered as 
primitive and semiprimitive zones? Zones 23 and 24 would naturally fall into these categories due to their 
proximity to Grand Canyon National Park, but zone 22 should also be considered. 


Response: Zones 23 and 24 were considered as primitive zones under alternative B in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, zone 24 is identified as rural natural and may be changed to 
semiprimitive depending on the outcome of the ongoing Colorado River management plan. If the 
Colorado River management plan prohibits powerboats from entering the Grand Canyon National Park 
along the Colorado River, then zones 23 and 24 may be managed for semiprimitive settings. Zone 22 is 
not being considered for semiprimitive zoning under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), 
because it is a major destination zone for powerboats on Lake Mead. Lake distribution data show zone 22. 
including Sandy Point, to be one of the five most used zones on Lake Mead. The Colorado River 
management plan is currently being developed by the National Park Service and is scheduled for 
completion in 2004. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8629AD Individual 


Issue 2: Suggested Recreational Opportunity Zoning Rewording 


A Comment: \n the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, under the Rural Natural Setting heading, it states 
that some types of boating and water activities are restricted. Suggest rewording to, “At times, some 
boating and water activities may be restricted due to hazardous or other conditions.” It would be clearer. 


Response: Boating restrictions (such as sound or noise restrictions) would be implemented in the rural 
natural setting. The National Park Service has the authority to implement such restrictions, and the 
alternatives in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements simply acknowledge this authority. 
For the purposes of this Lake Management Plan, there are not the engine size or speed restrictions in the 
rural natural zone as there are in the primitive and semiprimitive settings. Additional restrictions may be 
necessary to protect the recreational setting or to ensure visitor safety. For example, under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C), Black Canyon would be managed for a rural natural setting during 
the summer months between Memorial Day and Labor Day. Personal watercraft would be monitored and 
would be restricted if the safety of lake users becomes an issue; this would be determined by reported 
conflict information and boating incidents. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
06752A Individual 


Issue 3: Questions Recreational Opportunity Zoning Classifications 


A Comment: What is the need and logic in establishing primitive setting zones, as defined in table |, for 
Lake Mead” Large basins characterize the reservoir, and sometimes hazardous boating conditions created 
by regular wind advisories are often not conducive to the use of nonmotorized watercraft. No attempt to 
quantify the current demand or forecasted use for such areas was included in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 


Response: \t is the responsibility of the National Park Service to manage recreational use at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area consistent with the recreation area’s enabling legislation, purpose, mission, and 
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management objectives. One of the management objectives is to provide for a range of recreational 
opportunities, ranging from primitive to urban. This objective was developed based on public input 
received during the scoping process for development of this Lake Management Plan. During scoping. 
visitors asked if there was some place on the lake where they could avoid the big. loud, and fast boats. 
The spectrum of recreational settings and associated carrying capacities presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement are intended to reflect and maintain this range of recreational 
opportunities. The primitive zone represents one end of this spectrum and would allow some refuge from 
heavily used areas that provide a more urbanized, crowded experience. 


As described in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter, the NPS Organic Act of 1916 directs the 
National Park Service to manage units to conserve the scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife in 
such a manner that will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. Designating a full 
spectrum of recreational settings, including primitive, satisfies the legislation by providing recreational 
opportunities, while also ensuring the protection of natural resources. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSYRSC Arizona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 


Comment: The areas selected as primitive are unrealistic due to the fact that there has already been 
intervention — there are roads that have been taken to the water. If it were necessary to zone the 
recreation area, then three settings would cover the park — high use, medium use, and low use, or 
semiprimitive, natural, and urban. 


Response: (In this Final Environmental Impact Statement, there are three areas proposed for primitive 
classification under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C): the Gypsum Beds and Virgin River 
inflow area on Lake Mead: and Black Canyon above Willow Beach on Lake Mohave. The proposed zones 
are characterized in table | in the “Purpose of and Need for the P!an” chapter. Roads were a factor taken 
into consideration in defining the recreational opportunity zones. Primitive areas are generally roadless 
and semiprimitive areas are accessible by gravel roads. The National Park Service believes the five 
recreational opportunity zones provide a greater range of recreational opportunities for Lake Mead and 
Mohave and allows for greater management flexibility. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
016610, 02082 Individual 


Issue 4: Horsepower Restrictions in Primitive and Semiprimitive Zones 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement contains no rationale for limiting conventional 
watercraft to 65 horsepower in selected management zones. How will the 65 horsepower restriction be 
enforced? Would rangers make the visitor pull the boat (fror — ‘t) for verification? The Lake 
Management Plan should not propose regulations that cannot ve ~..onably enforced. A flat-wake zone 
would be a better option to the 65-horsepower restriction for the Grand Wash area, as this would allow all 
engine sizes to access the area. 


Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), the 65-horsepower restriction would 
only apply to Black Canyon and only during the five days per week (between Labor Day and Memorial 
Day weekends) that the canyon would be managed as a semiprimitive zone (see response to comments 
under “Recreational Opportunity Zoning, Park Location Specific to Zoning, Proposed Zoning in Black 
Canyon’). Visitors would be made aware of this restriction through a coordinated boater education 
program and through posting of a buoy/sign at the mouth of Black Canyon, just above the marina at 
Willow Beach. Maps and notices would also be produced and made available in appropriate places to 
assist with public notification. If a boater were suspected of exceeding the authorized engine horsepower, 
that person would be contacted by a park ranger and informed of the restriction. 


to 
A) 


RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY ZONING 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) provides a rationale for the selection of 65 horsepower 
as the maximum engine size to operate in the Black Canyon area during certain times of the year. The 65- 
horsepower engine was selected as the maximum size to address the noise, speed, wake, and mix of boats 
that best meet semiprimitive management objectives. This engine size ts large enough to allow smaller 
fishing boats to safely access the canyon, but it discourages the fast, loud, and big boats, thus creating a 
more quiet and tranquil setting consistent with the semiprimitive zone. The engine size also limits the size 
of the wake produced that nonmotorized watercraft would need to negotiate as they descend the canyon. 
The five recreational opportunity zones are described in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would allow motorized watercraft in tic semiprimitive 
zone at Grand Wash Bay on Lake Mead while retaining the character of the area, as it would be managed 
for flat-wake speed, as opposed to horsepower limitations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8O9TH, 00149 A, 02860 C, Sierra Club, Organization 
08205 G Southern Nevada Group 


Issue 5: Oppose Primitive and Semiprimitive Zoning Due to Access Limitations 


A 


Comment: The Virgin River area, Gypsum Beds, Grand Wash, and the Colorado River between Hoover 
Dam and Willow Beach represent some of the finest fishing areas available in Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. Under the zoning definitions, public accessibility to these areas would be compromised 
or eliminated. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would allow greater motorized watercraft 
access to each of these areas while retaining their primitive and/or semiprimitive character. The 
semiprimitive zone description contained in table | under the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter 
was revised to show that management of this semiprimitive zone only allows flat-wake speed on Lake 
Mead. as opposed to horsepower limitations. The primitive zone description has also been revised to 
allow for electric trolling motors (flat-wake speed). Personal watercraft would be prohibited from 
primitive and semiprimitive zones. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes that on Lake Mohave, Black Canyon would be 
managed for a primitive setting two days per week year-round. Black Canyon would be managed for a 
semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or less) five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day 
weekends. During the summer months, Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural setting five days 
per week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM AIB, 08985 G Sierra Club, Individual 
Southern Nevada Group 
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Issue 1: Proposed Zoning in Black Canyon 


A Comment: The Black Canyon area of Lake Mohave is an important component of that reservoir’s sport 
fishery. The horsepower restriction needs to be reevaluated and/or clearly defined. What is the need to 
restrict horsepower on motorized watercraft in the Black Canyon between Hoover Dam and Willow 
Beach? The majority of boaters that use this areas operate with a minimum of 100 horsepower. Can the 
desired setting be realized in Black Canyon without restricting horsepower? The 65-horsepower 
restriction in the Black Canyon does nothing to address wake or speed in the area. Will these restrictions 
make the area safer, or will it just restrict the majority of the present day users? What is the total number 
of vessels, including personal watercraft that will be affected? 


Response: The Natiorial Park Service supports the opportunity for both motorized and nonmotorized 
boaters to experience and enjoy the unique environment of Black Canyon. Consequently, the preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been revised and is now the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C). Under the modified preferred alternative, Black Canyon 
would be temporally zoned with primitive, semiprimitive, and rural natural settings to allow access for a 
wider range of boat that would be compatible with these different settings. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes that Black Canyon would be managed for a 
primitive setting two days per week year-round, and managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower 
or less) five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. During the summer months, 
Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural setting five days per week, only prohibiting houseboats, 
waterskiing, and wakeboarding. Boats with four-, six-, and eight-stroke engines, including personal 
watercraft, would be authorized to operate when Black Canyon is managed as a rural natural setting. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) states that the 65-horsepower maximum engine size 
restriction for operation in the Black Canyon area would only be in effect during those days it would be 
managed as a semiprimitive zone. The 65-horsepower engine was selected as the maximum size to 
address the noise, speed, wake, and mix of boats that best meet the semiprimitive management objectives. 
This engine size is large enough to allow smaller fishing boats to safely access the canyon, but it 
discourages the fast, loud, and big boats, thus creating a more quiet and tranquil setting consistent with the 
semiprimitive zoning. The engine size restriction limits the size of the wake that nonmotorized watercraft 
would have to negotiate as they descend the canyon. A horsepower restriction was considered preferable 
to speed restrictions in the Black Canyon due to the presence of a current, which makes it difficult to 
manage for a speed or wake restriction. A detailed description of the five recreational opportunity zones 
can be found in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


The objective in using the horsepower restriction is to provide a place for visitors to go to get away from 
the fast, loud, and big boats. The desired setting will be more quiet and tranquil. Other management 
options were examined in this Final Environmental Impact Statement to help achieve this zoning 
objective. However, due to the presence of a current and the difficulty in managing for a speed restriction, 
the use of horsepower restrictions was found to be the best tool to achieve the desired setting. In this zone, 
the number of nonmotorized launches would be increased from 30 per day to 45. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), Black Canyon would be managed as a rural 
natural setting five days per week during the summer months between Memorial Day and Labor Day (the 
primary boating season). During the period between Labor Day and Memorial Day, the impact on 
powerboat users under the Black Canyon primitive and semiprimitive zoning would be lessened. 


Boating inventories completed in 2002 show boating levels can exceed 50 boats at any one time. Many of 
these are nonmotorized canoes and kayaks. This would be consistent with the proposed carrying capacity 
for Black Canyon as described in the “Visitor Conflict” section of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
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Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS9SSG, O8O9T 1, 00353B, 08205 L. 9 Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 
OSLO C 


Comment: Consider eliminating the use of the Black Canyon area by motorized vessels or at least limit 
their use to protect the environment in this 2° of the river. It appears reasonable to allow a small area to 
remain in a primitive, pristine condition that is suitable for canoeing and kayaking. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would not eliminate the use of motors in 
Black Canyon because the National Park Service wants to honor the long fishing history in that area. In 
addition, the Black Canyon area is unique and there is a demand to allow boaters the opportunity to visit 
the area, at least for part of the year. The National Park Service believes the mix of boating opportunities 
identified under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would best meet the planning objectives 
for Black Canyon. 


In preparing the Lake Management Plan, planning objectives were not developed by geographic areas, but 
by zoning category (see table | in the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C), Black Canyon would be managed for primitive, semiprimitive, and 
rural natural settings. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
019334. 01936B B Individual 


Comment: How will the proposed 100-foot wakeless speed zone along the shore affect Black Canyon 
north of Willow Beach? How wide ts this water area at the widest and narrowest points? How does 
changing water depth affect the wakeless zones? The effect [sic] of flat-wake zones along both sides of 
the water in this canyon will compress the nonflat-wake area to a very narrow corrido: requiring all 
powerboats to pass in very close and confined spaces, creating a serious navigational hazard. 


Response: The proposed 100-foot flat-wake zone around the entire lake has been revised in the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) to more closely parallel the state of Nevada standard. The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) now proposes a 200-foot flat-wake zone around beaches frequented 
by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. The limited width 
of Black Canyon requires that boats need to be at flat-wake speed (5 mph or less) when within these 
criteria. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00353C, 00353 L Individual 


Comment: A suggested alternative to the 65-horsepower restriction in Black Canyon would be to require 
all motorboats using that stretch of the canyon to be any horsepower as long as it is four-stroke engine. 
This would alleviate the safety, noise, and pollution concerns and still allow fishing access via 
motorboats. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes that Black Canyon would be 
managed for a primitive setting two days per week year-round, and managed for a semiprimitive setting 
‘65 horsepower or less) five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. During the 
summer months, Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural setting five days per week, only 
prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. Boats with four-, six-, and eight-stroke engines, 
including personal watercraft, would be authorized to operate when Black Canyon is managed as a rural 
natural setting. 
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The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) states that the 65-horsepower maximum engine size 
restriction for operation in the Black Canyon area would only be in effect during those days it would be 
managed as a semiprimitive zone. The 65-horsepower engine was selected as the maximum size to 
address the noise. speed. wake. and mix of boats that best meet the semiprimitive management objectives. 
This engine size is large enough to allow smaller fishing boats to safely access the canyon, but it 
discourages the fast, loud. and big boats. thus creating a more quiet and tranquil setting consistent with the 
semiprimitive zoning. The engine size restriction limits the size of the wake that nonmotorized watercraft 
would have to negotiate as they descend the canyon. A horsepower restriction was considered preferable 
to speed restrictions in the Black Canyon due to the presence of a current, which makes it difficult to 
manage for a speed or wake restriction. A detailed description of the five recreational opportunity zones 
can be found in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


The objective in using the horsepower restriction ts to provide a place for visitors to go to get away from 
the fast. loud. and big boats. The desired setting would be more quiet and tranquil. Other management 
options were examined during preparation of the Lake Management Plan to help achieve this zoning 
objective. but due to the presence of a current and the difficulty in managing for a speed restriction, the 
use of horsepower was found to be the best tool to achieve the desired setting. 


The four-stroke engine proposal only addresses the emissions and noise concerns and does not address 
speed and wake issues. All engines are authorized in Black Canyon during the summer months between 
Memorial Day and Labor Day until 2012 when carbureted two-stroke engines would be prohibited 
parkwide. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR2OSK Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Alternative C its misleading in that “primitive and semiprimitive settings” (Black Canyon) are 
defined as 2° of the surface area at Lake Mohave rather than 22°6 of the navigable length of the lake. 
Proximity laws for vessels are already in place: if properly enforced, reduce conflicts between different 
classes of vessels (1... powerboats, personal watercraft, kayaks, canoes, etc. ). 


Response: This segment does represent 22° of the length of the lake and it represents 2% of the surface 
waters. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) revises the boating-in-proximity laws, 
proposing that Black Canyon would be managed for a primitive setting two days per week year-round, 
and managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or less) five days per week between Labor Day 
and Memorial Day weekends. During the summer months, Black Canyon would be managed as rural 
natural setting five days per week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. Boats 
with four-, six-, and cight-stroke engines, including personal watercraft, would be authorized to operate 
when Black Canyon is managed as a rural natural setting. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03665E Individual 


Comment: \f the National Park Service is intent on closing the river between Hoover Dam and Willow 
Beach to motorized craft two days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day, those days should be 
during the workweek. Closing the river on weekends would adversely affect a larger number of boaters. A 
change to “No Wake” designation is recommended for those days. 


Response: The selection of one weekend day and one week day for the primitive designation was based 
on the National Park Service's attempt to provide a fair and equitable division of use on weekend days. It 
was decided that the weekend days, which are the highest use days for both the motorized and 
nonmotorized users, should be divided. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) now states that 
Sundays and Mondays would be managed as primitive and Tuesdays through Saturdays would be 
managed as semiprimitive and rural natural, depending on the time of year. A flat-wake designation was 
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not considered 4 management option due to the characteristics of the river current present in Black 
Canyon. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORS9ROF Moyave County Public Agency 
Board of Supervisors 


Comment: \n “Rural Natural Setting™ which includes the Virgin Basin, Gregg Basin, Iceberg Canyon to 
Pierce [Pearce] Ferry, and up the Virgin River, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states “some 
boating” and water activities are restricted. That is too ambiguous. It needs to be defined. The “fact sheet” 
states only restrictions would be the 2°. That is contradictory to what the written plan states. 


Response: Currently, boating restrictions are in place on the lakes. One example ts the sound or noise 
restrictions. The National Park Service has the authority to implement such restrictions and the Dra/t and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements simply acknowledge this authority. In the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, there are no engine size restrictions proposed in the rural natural zone as originally 
proposed for the primitive and semiprimitive zones in the draft document. The latter two zones now 
constitute 5° of the water area under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O2215L Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Issue 2: Proposed Zoning in Grand Wash 


A 


Comment: The semiprimitive setting proposed for Grand Wash (closure to watercraft with 65-horsepower 
motors) poses a potential public safety issue and unnecessarily excludes all motorized watercraft from the 
bay. Boaters who attempt to travel to Grand Wash from South Cove or Pierce [Pearce] Ferry, in watercraft 
equipped with less than 65-horsepower motors, are at risk of sustaining wave-related accidents. Other 
commenters stated that the horsepower restriction is arbitrary and identification of a speed restriction, 
wake restriction, or other mechanism to address the undefined objective of the horsepower constraint 
would be less objectionable. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would allow greater motorized watercraft 
access of the semiprimitive zone while retaining the character of the zone. The zone description in table | 
was revised, and in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the semiprimitive zone would be managed 
for flat-wake speeds on Lake Mead, as opposed to horsepower limitations. This change would allow all 
engine types, except personal watercraft. Grand Wash Bay would be managed as a semiprimitive zone, 
and thus would have a flat-wake speed restriction while in the bay. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O89RSD, 01655 A, 08205 J Arizona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 


Issue 3: Proposed Zoning for Gypsum Beds 


A 


Comment: Gypsum Beds have long been considered by recreational anglers to be a particularly 
productive area for black bass. Consistent enforcement of a use restriction to nonmotorized vessels within 
the Gypsum Beds will be difficult, if not impossible. 


Response: The West Gypsum Bay area was closed to all boating for use as a research area up until 1998. 
The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement designates 
the Gypsum Beds as a primitive zone. However, the use restrictions in the primitive zones on Lake Mead 
do allow the use of electric trolling motors (operating at less than § mph) as recommended by fishing 
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organizations. This would allow continued fishing access to this area. The National Park Service believes 
that the trolling motors would not detract from the primitive setting. A detailed description of the five 
recreational opportunity zones can be found in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan™ chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR20S51 Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Gypsum Beds will go unused by those seeking a primitive experience simply because the area 
is a significant distance from any areas conducive to boat launching. This could create a public safety 
issue in that it may encourage users to attempt to reach the Gypsum Beds from the Bonelli Landing. 


Response: While the Gypsum Beds are remote, kayaks and canoes currently access the area from Bonelli 
Bay. These are generally more self-reliant visitors who have some experience in kayaking and are aware 
of the dangers associated with open-water kayaking. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement would allow the use of electric trolling motors at flat-wake 
speed in the Gypsum Beds. The area’s remoteness ts an important factor in the designation of the area as a 
primitive setting. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORYRSC Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 


Issue 4: Proposed Zoning for Overton Arm 


A 


Comment: The upper reach of the Overton Arm of Lake Mead, shown in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement as zone 18, is identified in alternative C for future management in an urban natural setting. 
Commenters stated concerns whether this designation would allow an adequate level of infrastructure 
development and visitor accommodation at Overton Boat Dock and Marina. Overton Arm ts becoming 
increasingly popular as an initial destination and as an “overflow” area for the Boulder Basin. 


Response: The infrastructure development has been taken into consideration in the zoning designations 
for the Overton Arm. Zone 17 would be managed as an urban park setting and zone 18 would be managed 
as a urban natural setting under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. These designations provide for increased use ver the existing 
condition. Boats at anv one time for these zones are shown in table B-4 in appendix B. Facility 
development to sup “se use levels are contained in tables 21 and 22 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statemeni . og the commercial and public facilities and their expansion. 


The modified preferred aiternative (alternative C) provides for the expansion (45 additional slips) of the 
Overton Boat Dock. There are a number of factors contributing to this decision. The physical space to 
support marina expansion at Overton Beach is limited, so parking is limited. An important factor is the 
marina’s location at the northern end of the Overton Arm of Lake Mead. Marinas more centrally located 
have a greater ability to distribute boats. Marinas at the end of the reservoir have limited ability for boat 
distribution. The National Park Service finds that marinas more centrally located have a greater ability to 
distribute boats. As boats exit lake access sites they will tend to distribute within 15 miles in each 
direction (Graefe and Holland 1997). Marinas at the end of the reservoir have limited ability for boat 
distribution, because boats can only distribute in one direction from the marina, and thus, a greater 
percentage are forced in a single direction, concentrating use in that area. The preference would be to 
expand the marinas where there is greater potential for boat distribution. In the case of the Overton Arm 
of Lake Mead, expansion is included in the construction of a new launch ramp at Stewarts Point and in the 
expansion of launch capacity at Echo Bay Marina. Both of these facilities would influence use in zone 18. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
820SM Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
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Comment: Commenters stated concerns that restrictions on vessel operation on the inflow areas of the 
Muddy and Virgin Rivers would impact operations (maintenance of buoys and lake blinds) at the Overton 
Am. 


Response: Admunistrative use within the recreational use zones ts authorized and ts not limited under this 
plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR2IUSY Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


issue 5: Proposed Zoning for Virgin River Basin 


Ad 


Comment: For the mouth of the Virgin River. at least close the basin above the narrows from motorboat 
entry. as this ts where the potential and opportunity ts greatest for protection of wildlife habitat. 


Response: Alternative B in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement included the designation of the 
area above Fisherman Island along the Virgin River as primitive. However. at high-water levels, the 
Virgin Bow! ts considered one of the premier recreational destinatrons on Lake Mead. and the use of this 
area does not conflict with the wildlife values found along the Virgin River. The modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement does provide for the protection of 
wildlife habitat near the river lake confluence through the primitive zone designation. This proposed 
primitive designation at the confluence of the Virgin River and Lake Mead is primarily for habitat 
protection values. The goal ts to protect the biologically diverse habitat of the mixing zone of the river 
with the lake. Consequently, this zone will move with the fluctuating water level. The boundaries for this 
protection zone have been developed in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Refer to 
figure 9 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O771kD Indiv sdual 


Issue 6: Proposed Zoning for Cottonwood Cove and Willow Beach 


A 


Comment: The urban park setting may be necessary for Cottonwood Cove vicinity (upper zone 3), but a 
semiprimitive setting for the narrowing canyon below Willow (zones 6 and 7), where relative 
confinement of canyon walls, suggests conflict with personal watercraft. The very least restrictive 
designation suggested would be rural natural setting. with restrictions against personal watercraft and 
waterskiing activities. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement includes the designation of zones 4, 5, 6, and 7 as a rural natural setting. Personal watercraft use 
is consistent with the park's purpose and management objectives for that general area. Due to the canyon 
setting in zones 8 and 9, personal watercraft use would be monitored when it would be managed for a 
rural natural setting. Their use may be prohibited if their operation is found to be in conflict with other 
boaters or a safety hazard. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O77 181 Individual 
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Lake Boating Capacities (Boats at Any One Time) 


Issue 1: Boating Capacity 


A 


Comment: The National Park Service had more than once identified when the carrying capacity was or 
nearly exceeded. There is a concern that if Katherine Landing is closed due to this, it would cause 
congestion on the Colorado River near Laughlin, and problems for various enforcement and rescue 
programs. Additional consideration must be examined before this carrying capacity is finalized. 


Response: The recreational carrying capacity methodology for both Lakes Mead and Mohave is explained 
in appendix B. The National Park Service looked at physical factors (water safety and shoreline spacing) 
and social factors (crowding) to determine the maximum number of boats at any one time on both lakes. 
The lower portion of Lake Mohave was found to be operating at its physical and social carrying capacity 
on summer weekends and holidays, as indicated by all three factors. Based on these findings, the public 
and commercial launch facilities will not be expanded at Katherine Landing. Boaters may be displaced 
during those periods when the lower portion of Lake Mohave is operating at its carrying capacity. Other 
regional recreational waters may see increased use, including the Colorado River below Davis Dam and 
Lake Havasu, where carrying capacity has not been established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX20SH Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Our economy at the present time does not need to be impacted by restrictions that limit boater 
traffic. which will only further hurt tourism and our economy in Nevada. Like the other measures, further 
studies and investigations are necessary prior to implementing these drastic measures. Not just limits to 
the visitor number count, but as to all measures in alternative C. 


Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), boating capacity would actually 
increase from the current 4.437 to 5,055 boats at any one time. The National Park Service believes that the 
recreational carrying capacity methodology (see appendix B) and the socioeconomic analysis used during 
development of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements provide a thorough investigation. 
The analyses contain the information necessary to determine an appropriate balance between lake carrying 
capacity and a positive visitor experience that would fulfill park objectives. 


One measure being considered by the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce is a reservation system for the 
launching of boats at Katherine Landing. Such a program may be appropriate due to the launch lines that 
develop on Saturdays and holiday weekends. However, the implementation of a reservation system needs 
public support. The National Park Service agrees that additional public involvement is needed to address 
the reservation system for the launching of boats at Katherine Landing. As described under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C), the National Park Service will work with the community and boating 
public to investigate the use of a reservation system. If deemed appropriate, an experimental reservation 
system could be tested at Katherine Landing. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O166SE Individual 


Comment: What does the National Park Service or paddlers consider too intrusive on the 10 miles of 
river? Are eight or nine boats too intrusive (as observed by commenter)? 


Response: Recreational settings and visitor experiences are discussed in the “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan” chapter. This discussion was expanded in the Final Environmental Impact Statement to further 
describe the recreational setting components. 


w 
w 


FACILITIES 


D 


Appendix B identified the management zoning for Black Canyon and provides the boating capacity. 
Under alternative C in the “Visitor Conflict” section it states: “Black Canyon would be managed for 
15 parties with 3 to 4 nonmotorized boats per party. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
09027D Individual 


Comment: Does the limit on boats on the lake include those in slips? Most of them don’t even get used. 


Response: The boats at any one time calculations do not include the boats that are in the slips at the 
marina. Based on the results of the visitor use survey and boat inventory shown in tables 4 and 5 in the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, it was generally found that no more than 20% of the boats in 
the marina wet slips are out on the lake at any one time. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02242AC Individual 


Issue 2: Boats at Any One Time Methodology Concerns 


A 


Comment: Some commenters have little faith in the 8- to 10-year-old survey used to determine social 
crowding, on the lake. Laughlin Chamber of Commerce has less in the plan’s methodology for dealing 
with this crowding, that is to completely limit improvements to drive away the business. As stated before, 
local businesses and the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce stand ready to encourage mid-week visits to 
Lake Mohave, offer assistance in cleanup campaigns, encourage, through marketing and public relations, 
use of the full 150 miles of the lake, and to partner with the National Park Service to conduct a survey that 
is more representative of lake users in the 21st century. 


Response: As described in appendix B, the carrying capacity calculations are based on both physical and 
social factors. While social factors may change with time and setting, the physical factors are given. 
Physical carrying capacity calculations do not become outdated as they are based on size of the reservoir 
and miles of shoreline. This is especially true for Lake Mohave where there is a narrow lake fluctuation 
zone. 


The National Park Service has used the 4 to 5 acres per boat in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements as the maximum boating density for the urban park zone, the highest boating density areas. 
This is consistent with other urban reservoir capacities including Lake Parris in Southern California, Quail 
Creek Reservoir in Southern Utah, and Lake Pleasant in Southern Arizona where lake carrying capacities 
have been evaluated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O19S3AG Laughlin Chamber of Commerce Organization 


Comment: Commenter stated that the plan does not specifically state where the problem areas are, but 
assumes that the total lake is a problem area for overcrowding. lack of facilities, and so forth. Only 
Boulder Basin, Katherine Landing, and Princess Cove were said to be a problem per the comments during 
the meeting the commenter attended. 


Response: As described in the “Affected Environment” chapter, crowding is not a problem throughout 
both lakes. It is focused in the southern portions of Lake Mohave (zones | and 2) and in the Boulder 
Basin of Lake Mead (zones 10, 11, and 12). Because crowding is not an issue lakewide, the National Park 
Service proposes a variety of recreational settings, including primitive and semiprimitive zones. One of 
the planning objectives of the Lake Management Plan is to provide a range of recreational settings and 
proactive framework for addressing potential future problems related to increasing visitor use. 
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Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00952D Individual 


Comment: \f the number of boats ever exceeds the maximum, changes need to be implemented, such as a 
reservation system for all boats, commercial and private, with no one getting precedence over another. 
Everyone should have to buy passes for a busy weekend. How was the number of commercial boats 
determined? With space for slips at a minimum at Katherine Landing, shouldn't the number of rental 
boats possibly be reduced” 


Response: The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements are based upon existing conditions. The 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) uses the existing marina and launch ramp capacities. New 
facilities were evaluated based on location, existing conditions, and recreational setting. 


If it is determined that a reservation system is required, it would be applied equitably. At this time, the 
only area where a reservation system is being considered is Katherine Landing, and this ts at the 
recommendation of the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce. As described under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C), the National Park Service will work with the community and the boating public 
to assess the need for the reservation system. If deemed appropriate, an experimental reservation system 
would be tested at Katherine Landing, and could eventually be put into place permanently. 


The entrance program is designed so that all visitors are required to purchase either a short-term or annual 
pass. 


The National Park Service did not evaluate the possible reduction of rental boats at Katherine Landing. 
The process started with the existing condition for capacities of all commercial and public operations, 
including rental boat operations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1S16D Individual 


Comment: \t is unfair to limit the parking spots in the park to control the amount of boats on the lake due 
to traffic of people that do not go out on the water. The plan reduces the parking spaces at Las Vegas Bay 
Marina from 750 with approval for over 2,000 more to allow only 288 [sic] spaces. Las Vegas Bay 
Marina has over 900 boats in slips and dry storage in addition to the people that come to eat, feed the fish, 
or rent a boat. The water level determines how many people can park anyway. 


Response: The parking capacity determinations took into account the size of the marina, the size of the 
rental fleet. and the size of the dry boat storage area. As shown in tables 4 and 5 in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter, not all the boats from these areas were on the lake at the same time. For 
the purposes of parking calculations, 20° of the boats from the marina wet slips, 10% of the boats from 
dry boat storage, and 100% of the rental fleet are assumed to be out on the lake at any one time. In 
addition, seating at the restaurant and use at the store are also taken into account. 


The parking for the public launch ramp was calculated separately from the marina operation. The total 
parking shown in table 21 for Las Vegas Bay Marina is 285 single spaces and 222 pull-through spaces for 
the public launch ramp, for a total of 507 spaces. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O71S1D Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Comment: Concerning the overcrowded conditions of Lake Mead, some commenters do not believe Lake 
Mead is overcrowded and question how it was determined that only 7% of the Lake Mead shoreline is 
useable? 


35 


FACILITIES 


Response: The National Park Service consulted with the U.S. Geological Survey (report on file at the 
National Park Service) to map the shoreline of both lakes at an elevation of 1,178 feet. The shoreline was 
classified into six categories including: steep or rocky, beach, camping beach, steep shoreline with cliffs, 
cliff, and shallow shoreline. The beach and beach camping areas were combined to identify the 7% usable 
shoreline from a recreational perspective. Carrying capacity methodology (including social carrying 
capacity) is described in appendix B. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O7213A Individual 


Comment: Why lower boat capacities with plan C? The “fact sheet” you put out states, “The overall level 
of boating activity could slightly increase.” Are the given numbers support numbers or a “limit of boats on 
the lake’ or a limit number? 


Response: Alternative C proposes a lower number of boats at any one time than alternative A because the 
no-action alternative recognizes the large marina expansions in the General Management Plan. \n 
applying those capacities to recreational opportunity zoning, the National Park Service would manage the 
lakes primarily for an urban setting and experience. Reduced numbers in the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement were used to provide more area in 
the rural natural, semiprimitive, and primitive settings. The boating numbers coincide with the 
recreational opportunities identified in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O221SH Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 
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Issue 1: Construction/Expansion of Facilities at Existing Locations 
A Comment: Katherine Landing and Princess Cove on the Arizona side of Lake Mohave are mentioned in 


the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as being inadequate to handle their current capacity, especially 
on holiday weekends. None of the alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement offer any 
facility expansion or improvements to marinas or coves nearest to Bullhead City and Laughlin. In the 
effort to drive boaters north to Cottonwood Cove and to more primitive areas of Lake Mohave to “protect 
the environment,” the plan fails in its mission to also support visitors current needs. 


Response: The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements set carrying capacities for recreational 
use on the water and at the shoreline as described in appendix B. Each year the park conducts boat 
inventories as part of the monitoring of recreational use. Boating inventories conducted as recently as 
2002 indicate Lake Mohave operating at or above desired capacities on weekends in the southern portion. 
However, no new lake access facilities are proposed in that area. 


A lack of expansion of the lake access facilities would not mean public and commercial facilities at 
Katherine Landing would not be improved. Commercial facility improvements are scheduled as part of 
the renewal of the concession contracts. Public facility improvements, such as replacing the asphalt 
launch ramp with concrete, are accomplished either through the NPS cyclic maintenance | rehabilitation 
programs or through partnerships with other agencies. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01953BD Laughlin Chamber of Commerce Organization 


Comment: The local area near Las Vegas Bay and Las Vegas Marina ts in horrendous need of 
improvements, repair, and expansion of the launch facilities, which are very limited and dangerous. Las 
Vegas Wash and Harbor needs to be cleaned up of pollutants. Improvements to the area, such as better 
ramps and concrete docks, would draw more tourists that would enjoy the lake and add to revenue that 
could be put back into the lake. 


Response: Public launch ramps in general are in deteriorated condition, and the National Park Service is 
proposing to upgrade these facilities including the replacement of the deteriorated asphalt with concrete. 
This work is underway. Improvements are being planned through the new concession contracts and 
through a variety of alternative funding sources. 


While it is generally true that better facilities attract more visitors, there are major issues associated with 
the location of the Las Vegas Bay Marina due to the flows of the Las Vegas Wash. The marina operators 
have approached the National Park Service requesting their operation be relocated from Las Vegas Bay 
due to the encroachment of the Las Vegas Wash delta. This proposal was evaluated through the 
preparation of an environmental assessment on Las Vegas Bay. This document was released for public 
review in September 2002, and finalized with a Finding of No Significant Impact on September 27, 2002. 
The marina was temporarily relocated to Horsepower Cove in October 2002. 


The water quality issues raised in this comment are beyond the scope of the Lake Management Plan 
environmental analysis process (CWA 1987, Section 313). These issues are being addressed, in part, in 
the systems conveyance and operating program environmental impact statement, currently in progress 
(sponsored by the National Park Service, Bureau of Reclamation, and Clean Water Coalition). 
Alternatives for wastewater discharge for the Las Vegas Valley are being discussed. The larger water 
quality issues are being addressed as part of the Water Quality Forum. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01682B, 01682 A, 00256 D Individual 


37 


FACILITIES 


Cc 


Comment: The reasonable expansion of existing access points and facilities, such as Overton Boat Dock, 
should be an integral part of the strategy to address increased visitor demands and may in some cases be a 
useful interim solution depending on the rate of increased usage, within the context of the larger lake plan 
objectives. Although the Draft Environmental Impact Statement mentions accommodation of future 
boating capacity in zone 18, the plan identifies only a limited expansion of commercial marina 
infrastructure and no increase in public facilities at Overton Boat Dock, which is the only existing or 
projected facility within that zone. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) provides for the expansion (45 additional 
slips) of the Overton Boat Dock. Factors contributing to this decision include limited parking space based 
on topography, as well as the general location of the marina at the northern end of the Overton Arm of 
Lake Mead. The National Park Service finds that marinas more centrally located have a greater ability to 
distribute boats. As boats exit lake access sites they will tend to distribute within 15 miles in each 
direction (Graefe and Holland 1997). Marinas at the end of the reservoir have limited ability for boat 
distribution, as boats can only distribute in one direction from the marina, and thus, a greater percentage 
will be forced in a single direction, concentrating use in that area. Therefore, the preference is to expand 
the marinas where there is greater boat distribution potential. In the case of the Overton Arm of Lake 
Mead, expansion is included in the construction of new a launch ramp at Stewarts Point and in the 
expansion of launch capacity at Echo Bay Marina. Both of these facilities would influence use in zone 18. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205M Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Perhaps Callville Bay could tolerate a 20% increase in capacity, but it would have to be very 
carefully planned. Expansion of the current concession could have an adverse environmental impact. 
Could the parking lot be increased without incurring extensive erosion? Where would this occur? 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes that the marina capacity at Callville 
Bay be increased by 200 slips. Because parking is an important factor in that decision, the marina has 
been informed that no expansion will occur until parking issues can be addressed. A comprehensive 
evaluation (performed by the National Park Service) of the facilities and their locations would also 
address the issue of providing adequate parking to support the proposed marina expansion. The evaluation 
would also be used to determine if the picnic area, trailer village, and campground should be replaced to 
provide for marina and launch ramp parking. Appropriate environmental compliance and public 
involvement would be completed as part of that evaluation. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00256C Individual 


Comment: The town of Searchlight is the main entrance to Lake Mohave. Why was the town not advised 
or included in any of the hearings? The major impact (traffic and congestion) is through a very small two- 
lane road that is not made for the abuse it is going to take nor will the wilderness be protected on the way 
to the lake. 


Response: Area newspapers provided notification of the release of the plan and public meeting dates. The 
National Park Service held a public meeting in Searchlight to discuss the Lake Management Plan on 
June 19, 2002. During that meeting, the Park Service discussed the Cottonwood Cove access road and the 
fact that it is a county-maintained road. The Park Service supports continued improvement of that road 
and will partner with the community and the county to ensure its maintenance to the highest of county 
standards. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OI431A Individual 
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Comment: Capital expenditures of the NPS budget should be based upon customer demand, usage. and 
location rather than on some standardized irrelevant set of questions drawn up for more generalized 
results. Katherine Landing is the highest use facility on Lake Mohave and any upgrades and expansion 
programs should reflect and correlate with that demand and anticipated future demand. 


Response: Katherine Landing is intensively used and the NPS budget, as far as investing in operations 
and facility improvements, reflects this fact. More park staff are based out of Katherine Landing and the 
majority of the facility improvement budget also is invested in Katherine Landing. The National Park 
Service is investing the majority of the Lake Mohave operational and capital improvement funding in 
Katherine Landing. Some examples of the capital improvements at Katherine Landing in the last 

five years are construction of the concrete launch ramp; construction of the Princess Cove Launch Ramp: 
first-aid station; replacement of the restrooms in the campground; and the South Telephone Cove and 
Princess Cove picnic areas. Although less visible, there have also been major investments in water 
treatment and wastewater treatment facilities at Katherine Landing. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS387E Laughlin Town Manager Public Agency 


Comment: Before any new or additional facilities are funded, the ramp situations have to be corrected. In 
order to build to suit the water levels we are now faced with, can the water level be dropped further. 
extend the ramps and then bring the level back to where it is now? This was done a couple of years ago to 
repair the ramps at Katherine Landing. 


Response: The National Park Service believes the four Lake Mohave public launch ramps are in excellent 
condition, as Lake Mohave does not experience the dramatic fluctuations that occur at Lake Mead. The 
Katherine Landing and Willow Beach launch ramps were recently reconstructed to replace the asphalt 
with concrete. Princess Cove ts a concrete launch ramp. Cottonwood Cove launch ramp ts asphalt but in 
good condition. 


The public launch facilities on Lake Mead are more problematic as the Bureau of Reclamation is 
experiencing an extensive drawdown due primarily to a three-year drought in the Colorado River Basin. 
The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements only address the marina and launch ramp 
operations for lake elevations of 1.170 to 1,215 feet above mean sea level (see the “Background” section 
and appendix C). The National Park Service is doing everything possible to keep the launch ramps 
operational during these periods of lower lake levels. Thus far, it has been possible to keep the public 
launch ramps open and operational although fewer launch lanes are available. Major holes have been 
patched using river cobble and gravel. The National Park Service has undertaken a major initiative for the 
launch ramps, taking this low lake level as an opportunity to replace the deteriorated asphalt with 
concrete. The National Park Service is scheduling this work for most of the asphalt ramps over the next 
two years. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
QOL63A Individual 


Comment: \f the Las Vegas Marina ts relocated or eliminated due to encroachment of the Wash delta, is 
there still overcrowding at this end of the lake? Does the plan provide for changes in the lake conditions 
and shorelines? 


Response: The marina operators have approached the National Park Service requesting their operation be 
relocated from Las Vegas Bay due to the encroachment of the Las Vegas Wash delta. An environmental 
assessment was released for public review in September 2002. The marina was temporarily relocated to 
Horsepower Cove in October 2002. 
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The carrying capacity analysis in appendix B shows the Boulder Basin of Lake Mead to be a heavily used 
area for boating and consequently classified the area as urban park zone. The public launch ramp at Las 
Vegas Bay will remain open. Based on physical and social carrying capacity factors, the Boulder Basin 
has the launch capacity to operate at the recommended capacity and, therefore, no new launch facilities 
are proposed. 


Appendix C only addresses the marina and launch ramp operations for lake elevations from 1,170 to 
1,215 feet above mean sea level. Funds have been secured to evaluate the more extreme fluctuations in the 
Lake Mead water elevations projected by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8S528C Las Vegas Bay Marina Business 


Comment: A commenter expressed trouble understanding the logic of facility expansion under the 
preferred alternative when in reality boat use is proposed to drop from 5,961 to 4.965. Where is the 
money for expansion coming from? 


Response: The launch capacity is defined by the size of the marinas and the number of launch lanes at the 
public launch ramps. Alternative A represents the development levels authorized in the General 
Management Plan. The General Management Plan authorizes expansion of some of the marinas to levels 
much higher than exists today. The 5,975 boats at any one time represents the full development of the 
previously approved General Management Plan as described in the description of alternative A under the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes lower boats at any one time numbers than 
alternative A (no action) because the no-action alternative recognizes the large marina expansions in the 
General Management Plan. As described in the “Description of Alternatives” section for alternative C, 
applying those capacities to recreational opportunity zoning. the lakes would be managed primarily for an 
urban setting and experience. Reduced expansion numbers were used in alternative C to provide more 
area in the rural natural, semiprimitive, and primitive settings. 


The proposed expansion under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would be achieved by 
limited marina expansion and construction of two new launch ramps: one on Lake Mohave (Eldorado) 
and one on Lake Mead (Stewarts Point). Funding for the construction of the new public facilities would 
come from NPS capital improvement funds, entrance fees, or other federal sources including the capital 
improvement program under the Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act, as well as partnership 
programs under states of Nevada and Arizona boating access programs. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX9YR4B Individual 


Issue 2: Construction of Facilities at New Locations 


A 


Comment: New facilities should be built closer to the population centers, not at remote areas like Stewarts 
Point or improving the Temple Bar area, which is very remote to Las Vegas. 


Response: Areas close to population centers are operating at the resource carrying capacity so additional 
launch facilities in those areas would compromise the desired future conditions in those areas. 

Appendix B describes carrying capacity methodology. New and expanded facilities would assist in 
increasing boater distribution around Lakes Mead and Mohave to areas that can better accommodate 
increases IN Visitor use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO164B Individual 
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Comment: Why is the National Park Service allowing a new marina at Stewarts Point when there are 
concerns about the number of boats on the lake? 


Response: The 1997 carrying capacity analysis found that the Boulder Basin on Lake Mead is operating 
at its social carrying capacity and is classified as urban park zone in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements. The urban park zone is managed for the highest use levels. There are other areas of 
Lake Mead that are not operating at that level of use, and expansion of facilities and corresponding use 
may be appropriate in those areas. The Overton Arm of Lake Mead is an area of the lake that can 
accommodate additional visitor use. As such, under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), the 
National Park Service proposes to manage the central portion of that area for urban park setting and allow 
the addition of a public launch ramp at Stewarts Point (similar to the facility at Government Wash). 
Marina expansions above existing operations are proposed at the Echo Bay Marina and Overton Beach 
Marina. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02215) Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Comment: As far as a new launch ramp at Nelson, the money would be better spent on reopening Willow 
Beach. 


Response: Willow Beach is open with the store and launch ramp in operation. Additional facilities at 
Willow Beach are dependent on the construction of flood mitigation facilities, and the National Park 
Service is still pursuing those funds. However, the 125-slip marina at Willow Beach will be a critical 
component of the concession contract that may be advertised in 2005. The proposed facilities at Eldorado 
are also important in providing increased water access and distributing boat use on upper Lake Mohave. 
Refer to tables 22 and 24 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a description of marina 
services and launch capacities on Lake Mohave. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR 1S3C Individual 


Issue 3: Concerns with Facility Expansion Activities 


A 


Comment: For alternatives C and D, pages 184 and 203 indicate that marina facilities would be expanded 
at Cottonwood Cove and Overton Beach. Should the action alternatives require the expansion, 
modification, relocation, or removal of fuel lines or fuel storage tanks, it should be addressed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The Final Environmental Impact Statement and subsequent “tiered” 
NEPA documents should address if National Park Service and or concession operators would be 
responsible for complying with federal and state requirements on fuel lines and fuel storage tanks, as well 
as environmental restoration efforts. 


Response: This requirement is included as a part of the concession contract. All NPS concession 
operators within Lake Mead National Recreation Area are responsible for complying with all federal and 
state requirements on fuel lines and fuel storage tanks, as well as environmental restoration efforts. This 
information was added to appendix A. Also, a separate environmental analysis that tiers off this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will address these requirements as design plans for these facilities are 
developed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR203 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
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Comment: The final Environmental Impact Statement should address if lead-based paint and or asbestos- 
containing materials are a potential issue of concer at any facilities proposed for renovation, 
modification, or expansion. If so, appropriate commitments to reduce public exposure should be 
presented, as well as measures to protect worker health and safety. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area complies with federal and state regulations related to the 
Clean Air Act and hazardous materials. Any facility renovation within Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area first requires a licensed contractor to test the building components to determine if there are asbestos 
and lead contaminants present. If contaminants are present, contractors are hired to remove the 
contaminants in accordance with state and federal standards and requirements (see appendix A). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORX2031 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: In order to assist the reader's understanding of the construction activities proposed under the 
action alternatives, we recommend that the final Environmental Impact Statement contain a matrix 
identifying all construction activities for alternatives B, C, and D, with a notation regarding activities 
requiring a subsequent “tiered” NEPA analysis. 


Response: A matrix has been developed and is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement as 
“Table 6: Construction Projects and Additional Analysis Required.” This table can be found in the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
082030 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: Some commenters expressed concerns about the potential traffic impacts that expanded 
marinas or other facilities would have on two-lane roads in small towns such as Searchlight. 


Response: Access to the Cottonwood Cove developed area is provided by County Road 146, which exits 
U.S. Highway 95 in the community of Searchlight, Nevada. The first mile of this 15-mile, two-lane road 
exits the community. The National Park Service has contacted Clark County concerning the future of this 
road, and it ts scheduled for maintenance (chip seal) within the next two years. No additional upgrades are 
proposed or currently considered necessary. The National Park Service will continue to work with the 
community and Clark County regarding the future of this county road. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OI431A Searchlight Town Organization 
Advisory Board 


Issue 4: Parking Issues 


A 


Comment: Handicapped parking needs improvement. The walking distance is too far. 


Response: Handicapped parking spaces are provided parkwide at each of the developed areas. All new 
recreational facilities are developed in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility 
Guidelines: Recreation Facilities (36 CFR, Part 1191). The National Park Service is conducting a 
parkwide accessibility assessment of building and recreational facilities to determine what is needed to 
bring them up to current standards (see the “Other Plans, Policies, and Actions Considered” section in the 
“Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter). 


The handicapped parking for the public launch ramps is a more difficult issue as launch ramps, by their 
very nature, operate at grades of 9% 14%. It is not practical for handicapped parking to be authorized on 
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grades of this nature because it is difficult to exit a vehicle on those grades and difficult to open or close 
vehicle doors. Because of these issues, handicapped parking has to be located at the top of the launch 
ramps, and this can be at some distance from the water, especially at lower lake levels. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
001464 Individual 


Comment: The lake management plan calls for a 30% decrease in parking from the development concept 
plan for the Willow Beach concessioner. How can the lake management plan make these changes to the 


development concept plan” 


Response: The parking numbers for Willow Beach (155 pull-through spaces and 200 single spaces) 
referenced in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements (currently tables 24 and 26) are the 
same numbers that were approved in the Development Concept Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for Willow Beach. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR091G Sierra Club, Organization 
Southern Nevada Group 


Comment: Adjustment needs to be made so parking will be available to people who are paying for slips. 
Will marina slip owners be turned away when parking lots are full? Is parking going to be limited to the 
number of spaces minus spaces allowed for paid slip parking? 


Response: Parking has always been managed on a first-come, first-serve basis. Parking space availability 
is equal for all and no preference has been given to any group including slip customers. There is no 
guarantee a parking space will be available on any given day. The National Park Service is not proposing 
to change this approach to management under this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Parking for marina visitors is separated from public launch ramp visitors by the single or pull-through 
parking areas. At Katherine Landing, visitors are disconnecting their trailers from their boat and taking 
two-single parking areas rather than parking in the pull-through spaces. This is resulting in inadequate 
parking to support marina operations. In the future, visitors may not be able to disconnect their trailers 
and consume single parking spaces. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) describes a pilot 
reservation system that may be implemented at Katherine Landing. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO166A, 06752 VE, 01674 A, ORS28 Individual 
B 


Comment: Regarding parking availability to those who pay foi slips: It was stated that no one would be 
turned away, but then why put it in the plan if you are not going to enforce it? More weekend overflow 
parking ts needed at Callville Bay. 


Response: Parking has always been and would continue to be managed on a first-come, first-serve basis. 
There is no guarantee a parking space will be available on any given day. Callville Bay is operating at 
capacity on summer weekends. Overflow parking is occurring in the campground and along the access 
road. Marina expansion is proposed for Callville in this Final Environmental Impact Statement, but 
parking deficiencies must be addressed prior to any marina expansion. A comprehensive evaluation 
(performed by the National Park Service) of the facilities and their locations would address the issue of 
providing adequate parking to support the proposed marina expansion. The evaluation would also be used 
to determine if the picnic area, trailer village, and campground should be replaced to provide for marina 
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F 


and launch ramp parking. Appropriate environmental compliance and public involvement would be 
completed as part of this evaluation. 

A matrix has been developed and is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement as “Table 6: 
Construction Projects and Additional Analysis Required.” This table can be found in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 

06752V. OO38IAC Individual 
Comment: Lake access should only be limited to the number of parking spaces available at marinas. The 
lake needs another major marina. 


Response: The National Park Service has considered the addition of another major marina but not in the 
urban zones where the lakes are already operating at their physical and social carrying capacity. The 
discussion for alternative A (see the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter), explains that the Fire 
Mountain facility was proposed in the General Management Plan but the infrastructure costs are 
prohibitive. Because of these prohibitive infrastructure costs, the National Park Service has focused 
efforts on expanding existing facilities rather than constructing new facilities. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00382B Individual 
Comment: \f parking is a problem, then why not increase the available parking spaces? The parking of 


vehicles with trailers should also be addressed. 


Response: Parking is currently limited by topography at a number of marinas and launch ramps. In some 
areas, parking can be expanded, and these proposed expansions are shown in tables 21, 22, 23, and 24 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The parking of vehicles with trailers is referred to in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement as pull-through parking. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02215B Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Other Park Facilities 


Issue 1: Restroom Facilities 


A 


D 


Comment: The National Park Service proposes to implement new sanitation standards. What are the 
assurances that sufficient facilities will be installed and maintained? There have been numerous problems 
with maintenance and availability of the bathroom facilities up to this point. 


Response: The National Park Service agrees there have been some issues with sanitation facilities. To this 
end, emphasis has been on replacing restrooms throughout the area. Over the last five years, 30 public 
restrooms have been replaced in NPS campgrounds, picnic areas, and at the launch ramps. Movable flush 
toilets have been placed at Boulder Beach. These toilets are critical to accommodate the dramatic 
fluctuating lake levels experienced over the last two years. 


This Final Environmental Impact Statement requires that all boaters who stay overnight must have a 
portable toilet in their possession. To support this requirement, under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) floating restrooms, port-a-potty dump stations, and boat pump-out stations would be 
placed at seven critical locations on Lake Mead and three locations on Lake Mohave. The design and 
location of these floating sanitation facilities address the public's concerns regarding sanitation issues and 
should improve the shoreline setting on both lakes. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O3S3N Individual 


Comment: Why would the National Park Service put in all those nice picnic areas along the Lake Shore 
Road with trash cans, tables, barbeques. and shade, but no restrooms? 


Response: The Lakeshore Road ts outside the scope of the environmental impact analysis process for this 
Lake Management Plan; however, restroom facilities are proposed for the new roadside picnic areas 
recently constructed along Lakeshore Road. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSO92K Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Comment: Many more floating toilets are needed. 


Response: Currently, two of the new floating pump-out stations, restrooms, and port-a-potty dump 
stations are in place at Middle Point and Rotary Cove on Lake Mead. There are an additional five stations 
proposed and scheduled to be in place over the next two years. This is discussed in the description of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Sanitation and Litter” section under the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOIKTAC Individual 


Comment: Alternative C in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that all people camping on 
the lake would be required to have a portable toilet. When camping in the cove with a floating toilet, is it 
still necessary to bring a portable one” 


Response: The presence of floating sanitation stations in areas where visitors are camping does not cancel 
the requirement for a portable toilet in each individual camp. All shoreline campers would still be required 
to have a marine head or portable toilet in their possession. This ts discussed in the description of the 
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modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Sanitation and Litter” section under the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORSSIA Indiv sdual 


Comment: While considering Americans with Disabilities Act compliance, the public restrooms at the 
Cottonwood Cove launching ramp are only accessible to a wheelchair bound person if there ts someone 
else to aid in holding the door and making sure the chair doesn’t fall off the cement into the sand. 


Response: Lake Mead ts currently conducting a parkwide inventory of all NPS facilities to determine 
Americans with Disabilities Act compliance needs. The recent assessment of the restroom at the 
Cottonwood Cove launch ramp did reveal there are some Americans with Disabilities Act deficiencies. 
These included the concrete walkway and the weight of the door. The park has initiated an accessibility 
assessment, and is secking funds to correct this deficiency. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02274B Indiv dual 


Issue 2: Miscellaneous Recreation Facilities 


A 


Comment: There is not a sailing area listed for Lake Mohave. There should be one at 6-mile Cottonwood 
Cove for sailboards and kites. 


Response: Sailing is an authorized use on Lake Mohave and can occur in the majority of recreational 
settings. A sailing area was established at Boulder Beach on Lake Mead due to the volume of sailboats 
and sailboards and the competition for space. If such a need is identified on Lake Mohave, an area may be 
designated, but at this time, use levels do not warrant such designation. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOL69A Individual 


Comment: New road improvements should be incorporated with bicycle trails so there could be more use 
for the resource other than just boats and swimming. 


Response: The concern for terrestrial facilities 1s generally beyond the scope of this Lake Management 
Plan. This planning effort focuses on water-based recreation, although a Northshore Loop Road ts 
included to provide alternative access to the shoreline in that area. As part of the environmental 
compliance for that construction project, bicycle access will be addressed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
OLGSRA Indiv dual 


Comment: Launching policy needs to be stated more clearly. On page 74 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement it states, “Launching of personal watercraft would be limited to designated launch 
facilities or areas.” Isn't it true that launching of all vessels is limited to designated facilities or areas” 


Response: Yes, launching of vessels is limited to d_» gnated launch areas. A map illustrating the 
designated launch sites has been incorporated in’... ‘Affected Environment” chapter of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
080921 Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Other Park Facilities 


Issue 2: Need for Additional Visitor Center 


D 


Comment: Commenter feels that the Park is not in any way serving the visitor to the level they should be, 
and a visitor center is needed at Lake Mohave. 


Response: The National Park Services agrees that there is a need to develop a better way to communicate 
with the public in the southern portion of Lake Mohave. Over the past few years, the National Park 
Service has been partnering with the local communities at Bullhead City, Arizona, and Laughlin, Nevada, 
to identify a site for a new visitor center. A tentative site has been identified and the partnership is in the 
process of forming an agreement to cooperatively develop the visitor center facilities. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1656A Individual 


Issue 3: Fees and Maintenance 


Comment: Why is there not an entrance fee at the Overton end of the lake’? Why are the residents of the 
Las Vegas Valley the only ones paying to use the recreation area? 


Response: The entrance program will address all visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area, and all 
visitors will be required to pay entrance fees. The entrance program for the National Recreation Area 
includes nine stations, only four of which are in place. Two additional stations, Overton and Cottonwood 
Cove, are currently in the design phase. These stations are scheduled to open in 2003. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSO3SA Individual 


Comment: Numerous commenters indicate that the park needs more staffing and trash facilities. What is 
done with fees that are collected? 


Response: There are operational issues concerning the staffing necessary to support the diversity of 
recreational activity throughout the National Recreation Area. A “Park Operations” section has been 
included in each of the alternative descriptions under the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 
The results of operational audits and reported deficiencies are included as part of the discussions, along 
with numbers of additional staff needed to manage recreational use. 


The National Park Service also agrees there are litter problems throughout the park but especially along 
the shoreline in the Boulder Basin. This issue was identified during the visitor use survey that was 
conducted in preparation for this planning effort. A variety of alternatives have been pursued to address 
the shoreline litter issue. The National Park Service has staged numerous community-based shoreline 
cleanups and has used alternative labor sources including prison crews to collect litter. Signs have been 
placed asking park visitors to assist the National Park Service in keeping the area clean. 


The litter initiative is presented in the “Sanitation and Litter” section of the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter. It states, “Specific litter cleanup efforts would include the continued practice of having 
garbage bags available at each of the launch ramps and marinas. An environmental park cleanup program 
is proposed through a partnership with park concessioners, fuel providers, volunteer groups, and the 
National Park Service. Volunteers would access priority cleanup areas using a houseboat provided by the 
partnership, while taking advantage of a houseboat vacation. A similar program at Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area has shown this partnership to be effective in maintaining backcountry beaches.” There 
are additional initiatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement involving recycling programs and 
the prohibition of glass and styrofoam containers throughout the recreation area. 
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4% 


Eighty percent of the fees collected at Lake Mead National Recreation Area stay in the park for capital 
improvement projects. Part of these fees pay for the collection of fees and the remainder are programmed 
for facility improvements. Examples of the types of projects that can be undertaken with funds generated 
from the entrance program include the proposed replacement of the asphalt launch ramps with concrete, 
as Well as improvement of the Princess Cove access road. The Department of the Interior policy prohibits 
fee revenues from being used to hire additional park staff. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00248AD Individual 


Comment: Some commenters disagree with additional staff and believe that money can be better spent on 
boat ramp maintenance. Low water levels versus boat ramps (temporary surfaces such as aircraft landing 
grates are needed) needs to be addressed. If creating launch ramps, plan for water levels going back up so 
they are not lost under water. 


Response: Investing in public launch facilities is a park priority. However, additional staff would still be 
necessary to effectively manage the recreation area no matter which alternative was ultimately chosen to 
be implemented in this planning effort. The National Park Service ts doing everything possible to keep the 
launch ramps operational during these periods of lower lake levels. So far, it has been possible to keep the 
public launch ramps open and operational although fewer launch lanes are available. Major holes have 
been successfully patched using river cobble and gravel, making it unnecessary to resort to aircraft 
landing mat and moveable concrete blocks for supporting the launch ramps. 


The major initiative for the public launch ramps is to take this opportunity while the lake levels are down 
and replace the deteriorated asphalt with concrete. The work for all the asphalt launch ramps will be 
completed over the next two years. 


As stated in appendix C, the National Park Service is planning for a variety of lake levels, including rising 
lake levels. All forecasts are for Lake Mead to operate at lower lake levels for the next few years. This is 
due to a three-year drought, the over-allocation of Colorado River water, and the fact that the lower basin 
states are using their full allotment. This will result in more fluctuations in the water levels for Lake 
Mead. Funds have been secured for a planning process to address this issue. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOISTAC, OO102 B Individual 


VISITOR CONFLICTS 


Shoreline Zoning 


Issue 1: Potential User Conflicts Due to Newly Designed Zones in Boulder Basin 


A 


Comment: Figure 10 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement appears to show a conflict between the 
existing SCUBA Park and potential fish stocking areas south of Lake Mead Marina dike. Also, the 
historic angling and winter fish stocking area south of Hemingway Launch Ramp is not identified as such 
in figure 10. There is potential for substantial conflict between angling and SCUBA, and waterskiing and 
personal watercraft use as depicted in the plan. 


Response: There is potential for conflict in all of the urban areas. The area south of the causeway near 
Lake Mead Marina is primarily a SCUBA area but fishing is allowed when the SCUBA park is not in use. 
The Horsepower Cove area was zoned for personal watercraft use and SCUBA in the draft plan. This area 
is now the temporary location of the Las Vegas Bay Marina. The personal watercraft area would be 
relocated to the north on the Special Events Beach. 


As stated under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter, the National Park Service remains flexible on fish stocking sites. Depending on the 
lake level, access can be a difficult issue. The National Park Service would continue to work with the 
respective state agencies on stocking locations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205B Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: The beach geometry at the proposed sailing beach at Boulder Beach creates a corner that 
cannot be returned to in offshore winds without sailing through the restricted fishing area. Also, the 
terrain directly above the proposed area produces extremely dangerous gusty winds, causing possible boat 
flipping, necessitating more rescues by the National Park Service. 


Response: The sail beach would not be affected by the plan. It would remain at its existing location as 
described under the modified preferred alternative alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter and as shown tn figure 10. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00030B, 00020 A.B Individual 


Issue 2: Shoreline Camping Opportunities 


A 


Comment: Shoreline camping opportunities (developed and undeveloped, accessible by car) should be 
increased, as not everyone who uses Lake Mead has a boat. 


Response: As stated in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter under the description of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C), vehicle and shoreline camping would be authorized in the 
Boulder Basin only in the Government Wash area. Camping would be prohibited at Boxcar Cove, 
Crawdad Cove, and Kingman Wash. Each of these sites is within drainage areas and subject to flooding. 
Although not directly on the shoreline, developed campgrounds are provided in the Boulder Basin at 
Callville Bay. Las Vegas Bay, and Boulder Beach. Under the modified preferred alternative 

(alternative C), future shoreline camping may be provided at the end of 8.0 Mile Road, opposite 
Government Wash. 


The Government Wash shoreline camping area would be developed to provide sanitation facilities and 
other amen ties, including litter receptacles, to lessen the impact campers have on the shoreline areas. 
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There is a desire that the shoreline camping facilities be managed and a capacity established to reduce the 
conflict that occurs at these camping sites. 


Shoreline camping outside the urban zones would also be authorized, and perimeters would be set to 
clearly define the area available for camping use under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00256D, 00267 B, 05035 C 01952 C Individual 


B Comment: Proposed camping at Government Wash will be too high above the waterline, causing people 
to camp outside designated area. 


Response: Camping at the shoreline at Government Wash (and potentially at the end of 8.0 Mile Road) 
would be authorized and managed as stated under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) 
description in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. The elevation of the campsites would 
fluctuate with the water level. No other shoreline camping would be authorized within the urban zone of 


the Boulder Basin. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
080925 Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Cc Comment: How will the proposed camping permit system be managed and by whom? How will it be 
enforced and by whom? Will there be equal access to this system for all users or will it also favor the 
paddlecraft users? 


Response: As stated in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C), the Government Wash camping permit system is proposed to be a managed 
system with a site supervisor and set capacity. This is to address the environmental and social impacts of 
uncontrolled camping that the National Park Service has observed historically. The camping permit would 
be on a first-come, first-serve basis and would provide equal access for all visitors. The permit system 
may be managed under contract, but the National Park Service would have the ultimate enforcement 


responsibility. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
003530 Individual 


Issue 3: Shoreline Horsepower Limitations 


A Comment: Accessing waters at Gypsum Beds, Virgin River, Grand Wash, and the Colorado River 
between Hoover Dam and Willow Beach would be dangerous with a small, 65-horsepower motor. 


Response: As described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter, this alternative would allow for greater motorized watercraft access to 
each of these areas while retaining their primitive and/or semiprimitive character. The semiprimitive zone 
description has been revised to manage this zone for flat-wake speeds on Lake Mead, as opposed to 
horsepower limitations. The zone would still prohibit personal watercraft. The primitive zone description 
has been revised to allow for electric trolling motors at flat-wake speed. Personal watercraft would be 
prohibited from primitive and semiprimitive zones. 


As described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter, Black Canyon on Lake Mohave would be managed for a primitive setting for two days 
per week year-round. Black Canyon would be managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or 
less) five days per week between Labor Day weekend and Memorial Day weekend. During the summer 
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Shoreline Zoning 


months between Memorial Day and Labor Day, Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural five 
days per week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM AIB, 00353 H, 05416 A, Form Letter Individual 
Form Al C 00154 B, 00149 A, 

00137 


Comment: The Arizona shore of the Boulder Basin (close to shoreline) is popular with waterskiers 
because they can go close to shore in adequate water, but avoid high-speed traffic between the dam and 
popular Nevada-side beaches. Some areas of the lake are not likely to have heavy shoreline use and 
should not be restricted. 


Response: As described in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) has been revised to provide for a 200-foot flat-wake zone around beaches 
frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. The 
100-foot flat-wake zone around the entire lake has been eliminated. Consequently, if a beach does not 
have swimmers, fishermen, or boats, you would not have to operate at a flat-wake speed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00165B Individual 


Issue 4: Need for Delineating Shoreline Zones 


A 


Comment: Page 74 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates the future development, 
specific shoreline zoning on lower Lake Mohave from Stop Sign Cove to Mineshaft Cove, conflicts 
between various recreational users including shoreline anglers. However, the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement does not provide enough detail to fully understand where those conflicts would be addressed or 
how conflicting uses would be partitioned. Specifically on the Nevada shoreline, Nevada Telephone Cove 
is identified for a variety of high-intensity uses without site-specific detail provided. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement does list a number of generic considerations and potential actions that 
would occur for areas “where fishing is the primary recreational activity,” and we strongly encourage 
National Park Service to incorporate both Nevada Division of Wildlife and Arizona Game and Fish 
Department in future discussions and planning efforts if and when specific zoning actions are proposed 
for this area of Lake Mohave. 


Response: The “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter provides a list of specific recreational 
activities that would be authorized at each of the shoreline sites under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C). This plan does not zone the shoreline, as there is inadequate space at cach of these sites to 
assign a specific area to a specific activity. This plan simply lists the mix of activities that are appropriate 
at this site. It does not list a single recreational activity as the primary recreational activity for any of the 
sites considered. This zoning effort and potential conflict management strategies would be done in 
cooperation with the state agencies. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205R Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Have the swim area buoyed off so it would be very clear to the boaters and jet skiers that it is 
specific for swimming. 


Response: The National Park Service currently has established, through the use of buoys, areas where 
boats are excluded for water-based shoreline activities. Specific swimming areas and beaches have not 
been formally designated because formal designation would require lifeguards and compliance with 
county and state regulatory requirements. 
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Visitor CONFLICTS 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01652B Individual 


C Comment: SCUBA operations (and other nonmotorized activities) need to have specific areas so they are 
not mixing with different recreational activities that conflict. 


Response: As shown in figure 10 in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) would establish three specific SCUBA areas in the urban park zone of 
the Boulder Basin. These SCUBA areas would include the area of the SCUBA park adjacent to the 
causeway, a dive area at Horsepower Cove, and a dive area at the Boulder Islands. These areas would help 
minimize the conflict between fishermen and divers. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OL677E Individual 


Issue 5: Illegal Fueling 
A Comment: What is “illegal fueling” and where is it defined? 


Response: Polluting or contaminating park waters, including fuel spillage, is a citable offense under 
36 CFR 2.14(a)(6), as mentioned in the “Resource Protection” section of the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter. Portable fuel tanks would be allowed under all the alternatives. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O2215N Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Bs Comment: “Alternative C: The Preferred Alternative” in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states 
that it is illegal to refuel boats and personal watercraft along the shoreline. While it is agreed that this 
issue must be addressed, most likely by specifying the type of equipment that can be used or enforcement 
of existing pollution laws, there is no existing law prohibiting refueling along the shoreline except in 
harbor areas. 


Response: That is correct. Shoreline refueling is not illegal, but polluting or contaminating park waters, 
including fuel spillage, is a citable offense. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to correct this. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORO8IN Overton Beach Marina Business 


Issue 6: How Was Usable Shoreline Determined 


A Comment: Appendix B in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states only 7° of Lake Mead 
Shoreline ts useable for recreational purposes. It seems this is way off. How was this number derived? 


Shoreline Zoning 


Response: As described in appendix B, the U.S. Geological Survey, in consultation with the National 
Park Service (report is on file with the National Park Service at Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
headquarters) mapped the shoreline of both lakes at an elevation of 1,178 feet above mean sea level. The 
shoreline was classified into these six categories: steep or rocky, beach, camping beach, steep shoreline 
with cliffs, cliff, and shallow shoreline. The beach and beach camping areas were combined to identify the 
7% usable shoreline from a recreational perspective. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORS46AA Individual 


§3 


Shoreline — 100-foot Flat-Wake Area 
Issue 1: Flat-Wake Designation Does Not Solve Problems 


4 Comment: Shoreline flora and fauna are trampled by personal watercraft-user behavior. Personal 
watercraft pose a great risk to sensitive shoreline flora and fauna. Referring to this risk, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement states, “| A}ccess to shoreline areas by motorized vessels, including 
personal watercraft, could lead to the disturbance of sensitive plant species. Sensitive plant species that 
grow in sandy areas could be trampled by recreational use of these areas.” More than just a potential risk, 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement outlines typical visitor behaviors that threaten the shoreline on 
a daily basis. “[P]Jersonal watercraft congregate in shoreline accessible areas and are usually operated 
within 0.5 miles of the shoreline. ..a base camp is established along the shoreline.” Though a 100-foot no- 
wake zone would be established under alternatives B and C, this regulation would not prevent the 
trampling of important vegetative life due to the documented areas of personal watercraft use. Even 
operating at no-wake speed, personal watercraft destroy plants, and must be banned to allow adequate 
protection of shoreline plant habitat. 


Response: The commenter is referring to the issue statements. The issue statements are not an indication 
of the context, duration, and intensity of impact. The National Park Service agrees that a 100-foot 
shoreline flat-wake zone would not prevent damage to vegetative life by trampling, particularly on 
beaches where there is concentrated recreational use. As described under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, due to the nature of the 
reservoirs and the shoreline environment, both personal watercraft and other vessels have equal access to 
the same shoreline areas of Lakes Mead and Mohave. The majority of visitor use ts concentrated along the 
shoreline, which is below the maximum pool elevations of both lakes. The amount of high-quality habitat 
in these areas is low compared to the amount above the high-water line. Much of the shoreline is 
composed of nonnative tamarisk bare ground and neither lake has sensitive grasses or submerged aquatic 
vegetation, except in the sensitive inflow areas. The designation of a primitive zone in the Virgin River 
inflow on Lake Mead, and temporal zoning to protect threatened or endangered species on Lakes Mead 
and Mohave. would protect the vegetation in the sensitive inflow areas of the lakes from potential impacts 
of personal watercraft use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX204P Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Park Conservation Association 


Issue 2: Safety of Blanket 100-foot Flat-Wake Designation 


4 Comment: Many commenters expressed concerns regarding the proposed 100-foot shoreline flat-wake 
zone. Concerns included safety issues related to forced concentration of boat traffic, the need to be closer 
to the shoreline in rough weather conditions, and the logistics of enforcement and possible confusion of 
boaters. Some expressed the opinion that the flat-wake zone should only be applied near occupied 
shorelines or around swimmers. Some commented that it should extend farther than 100 feet from the 
shoreline. 


Response: The preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been 
revised and is now the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The modified alternative C proposes a 200-foot flat-wake zone around beaches frequented by 
bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. The 100-foot flat- 
wake zone around the entire lake has been eliminated under the modified preferred alternative 

(alternative C). Consequently, if a beach does not have swimmers, fishermen, or boats, boaters would not 
have to be operating at a flat-wake speed. The inclusion of the flat-wake provision is to provide greater 
protection for people and boats at the shoreline. The National Park Service is including this rule to 
provide a greater level of protection and security to park visitors. Enforcement of this restriction would be 
no different than any other boating-in-proximity rule, and would rely on the judgment of the park officer. 


Shoreline — 100-foot Flat-Wake Area 


The National Park Service would not mark all flat-wake situations. It ts incumbent upon the boater to 
know the boating regulations. The National Park Service would inform and educate boaters so that the 
safety of visitors at or near the shoreline is not compromised. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08094D, 00384 A, 08205 Q American Canoe Association Organization 
(Nevada Division of Wildlife). 

00165 A, O89RS H, 08205 Q, 02267 

A, 00181 C, 08204 P, OROR9 K, 

01657 B, 05416 B, and O8897 E 


Issue 3: Flat-Wake Designation Concerns 


A 


Comment: Because of the unique characteristics of the Black Canyon, such as its narrow width and river 
current, how would the horsepower restrictions and proposed wakcless speed be managed within the 
canyon? 


Response: On Lake Mohave, Black Canyon would be managed for a primitive setting for two days per 
week year-round. Black Canyon would be managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or less) 
five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. During the summer months 
between Memorial Day and Labor Day, Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural five days per 
week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. 


The objective in using the horsepower restriction ts to provide a place for visitors to go to get away from 
the fast, loud, and big boats. The desired setting would be more quict and tranquil. The engine size also 
limits the size of the wake produced that nonmotorized watercraft would need to negotiate as they 
descend the canyon. Other management options were examined to help achieve this zoning objective, but 
due to the presence of current and the difficulty in managing a speed restriction, the use of horsepower 
was found to be the best tool to achieve the desired setting. In this zone the number of nonmotorized 
launches would be increased. Boats with over 65 horsepower and personal watercraft would be allowed 
access to Black Canyon five days per week when the area is managed for the rural natural setting during 
the summer months between Memorial Day and Labor Day. 


As described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter, the 100-foot flat-wake zone has been revised to 200-foot flat-wake zone around 
beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. 
This would apply to Black Canyon and all locations on Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
QO3S31 Individual 


Comment: There technically ts no such thing as a no wake area. It's only flat-wake, keep uniform 
technology according to U.S. Coast Guard rules. 


Response: This change has been incorporated throughout the Final Environmental Impact Statemeat. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
OIG76OA Individual 


Alcohol Use 


Issue 1: Alternatives to Alcohol-l se Restrictions 


4 Comment: There should be a blood alcohol level test not a complete ban. 
Response: The National Park Service ts not proposing a complete ban on ax:ehol. In the description of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter, the text 
under “Enforcement, Boater Education, and Alcohol Use” states, “alcohol consumption while operating a 
boat would be prohibited.” 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO102IG, 02215 C (LMBOA) Individual 
Issue 2: Questions Alcohol-l se Verbiage 
4 Comment: What specifically constitutes a “high-use area?” Is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


stating that campers in these areas cannot have a drink? If there are going to be dry beaches, it needs to by 
specified exactly what beaches will be dry. 


Response: Wigh-use areas are areas that receive relatively high numbers of visitors. The National Park 
Service ts simply stating that areas exist on the lake where the accident and fatality history suggest the 
Park Serve should provide more intense management. One example of this ts Gypsum Wash, an area that 
has the highest accident and fatality rate in the recreation area. Here, the National Park Service presently 
has banned alcohol use and under alternative C, any additional areas where these problems exist, could 
also be managed as alcohol-free area. This limitation would only be applied where there is a trend for 
accidents or fatalities. The intention is not to have dry beaches, it ts to manage for a safe shoreline 
recreational setting. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORORIH, ORN092 N_ ORGR?D Indiv sdual 


Issue 3: Alcohol-l se Questions 


4 


56 


Comment: Implementation of this [proposal] would require changes to the laws of the states of Nevada 
and Arizona. There are laws in place that address the consumption of alcohol and the operation of boats 
and motor vehicles. Which part of enforcing current laws fails to accomplish this objective” 


Response: There are existing laws addressing operating under the influence of alcohol. However, there ts 
no provision in current law to prohibit alcohol consumption while operating a boat. 


The intent of the proposed rule ts to manage for a safe shoreline recreational setting. It would be 
consistent with how the National Park Service already manages in some areas. At Gypsum Wash in the 
Boulder Basin, an area that has the highest accident and fatality rate im the recreation area, alcohol use ts 
presently banned. Under this alternative. any additional problem areas may be designated alcohol-free if it 
is deemed to be in the best interest of the public. This limitation would only be applied where there ts a 
trend for accidents or fatalities. 


Public Comment Commenter Affiliation 
HSE, O25) 1 Indiy sdual 


Comment: Will passengers be able to drink while on a boat? Will open contamers be allowed i the open 
space of a boat’ 


Alcohol Use 


Response: The rule will only affect the boat operator. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02215 Lake Mead Organization 


Boat Owners Association 


4 Comment: Nevada Division of Wildlife supports the concept of nonconsumption of alcohol while 
operating a vessel, however, Nevada will most likely not have a similar provision that they could enforce. 


Response: With Nevada Division of Wildlife support, the National Park Service would continue to work 
toward uniform boating regulations including the prohibition of alcohol consumption while operating a 
boat. This intention ts stated in the description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR20SU Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
Issue 4: Suggests Rewording 


4 Comment: Page 27 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states, “Designated high-use areas and 
high-use shorelines would be alcohol-free.” Suggest rewording to “Some problem areas may be 
designated alcohol-free if it is deemed to be in the best interest of the public.” 


Response: This ts a good suggestion and has been incorporated under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
967528 Indiv dual 


Issue 8: Enforcement Issues 


A Comment: The alcohol rule ts a rule that ts impossible to enforce and a form of stopping the public from 
enjoying their trip to the lake. (There were many comments regarding the park's ability to enforce this 
regulation.) 


Response’ The consumption of alcohol by the boat operator ts difficult to enforce because an officer must 
observe the offense. However, as a boating regulation, the rule would be a part of all boating education 
Classes and included in boating regulatory literature. As such, the boating public would be aware of the 
role alcohol plays in boating accidents, and it would be taught that alcohol consumption while operating a 


boat is not appropriate behavior. 
Public Comment: Commenter. Affiliation 
WO2S21 Inch ndual 


$7 


Boater Education 
Issue 1: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: National Park Service has identified a boating education facility to be developed within the 
recreation area at Boulder Beach. In the 1993 rough drafi, it was dentified as a need. Nevada Division of 
Wildlife and the Clark County Boating Facilities and Safety Commitice are currently funding this project. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement \eads one to believe that this project ts in the consideration 
stage rather than the implementation stage. 

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to acknowledge this, and the 
description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” 
chapter reflects the correction. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
OR2IOSE Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
Comment: Nevada Division of Wildlife supports the concept of requiring boater education. This will have 


the most significant impact on reducing boating accidents, coupled with aggressive law enforcement. 
Nevada Division of Wildlife will work with Arizona to implement similar requirements in their state. 
Nevada Division of Wildlife would expect the National Park Service to also be a partner in any boating 
education program. This should be identified as part of the plan. Nevada Division of Wildlife would like 
to point out that the concessioners, especially Las Vegas Bay Marina, have worked closely with Nevada 
Division of Wildlife in boat rental programs to educate rental operators. They are a key component of an 
education program. We also will continue to partner with National Park Service and Arizona, the U.S. 
Coast Guard Auxiliary, the U.S. Power Squadron, the Clark County Boating Facilities and Safety 
Committee, and other volunteers on safety campaigns including literature, media, and the new safety 
center. Page 77 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement identifies phasing in a program similar to 
the one in Utah. The Utah program focuses on personal watercraft youth operation and we do not support 
that concept. Nevada's program targets operators of all vessels. 


Response: As stated under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) description in the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysts” chapter, the National Park Service ts fully supportive of the 
development of unified boats laws for Lakes Mead and Mohave. This includes all aspects of boating laws 
for all operators. The National Park Service is and would continue to be a full partner in all boating 
education programs and initiatives. The Utah rule was cited as an example of a phased boating education 
program, not as the specific model for Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
OR2IOST Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Issue 2: Education Requirements, mplementation Enforcement 


4 


Sx 


Comment: Boat operators should be loensed and required to take a boating class, and show proof at all 
times. When buying the pass to get into the park with boat personal watercraft the loense should be 
shown. Licensing should also be required to rent a personal watercraft. 


Response: The National Park Service supports a mandatory boater education program. Nevada has 
approved such a program and will require all Nevada-resident boat operators born after January |, 1983, 
to take an approved boating education course and have in them possession proof of takong such a course. 
This ts different than licensing, but should provide significant benefits as the program ts phased in over 
time. Arizona has not approved a mandatory education program, but the Department of Game and Fish ts 
in favor of such a mandatory education program. 


Boater Education 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1816B, 01952 B indy sdual 


Comment: Implement required licensing of anyone under the age 21; ban the operation of boats and 
personal watercraft for persons under the age of 16. 


Response’ The National Park Service ts not proposing licensing, but ts supporting mandatory boating 
education for all boat operators. As described in “Appendix E: Comparison of Boating Regulations,” the 
minimum age for the operation of personal watercraft differs by state. In Nevada the minimum age is 14 
and in Arizona the minimum age is 12. California requires personal watercraft operators to be 16, this is 
important as California and Arizona share hundreds of miles of boarder along the Colorado River. As 
stated under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” 
chapter, it is an NPS objective to move toward a unified boating law for Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
O19S2B Indts sdual 


Comment: How would National Park Service enforce boater education regulations for boaters from states 
with no licensing requirements? 


Response: For boater education, the state of residency ts important. The rule of reciprocity applies; the 
boating education requirements for the state of residency apply. For example, Oregon has a mandatory 
boating education program so all boaters on Lakes Mead and Mohave from the state of Oregon born after 
January |, 2003, would need to have proof of boating education. California does not have a mandatory 
boater education requirement. California visitors would be able to operate a boat in Nevada for 90 days 
without having proof of boater education. After 90 days, they would be required to meet the Nevada 
education requirement. Utah has a mandatory education requirement for personal watercraft operation and 
they would be required to show proof of that education at Lakes Mead and Mohave. Arizona does not 
require boating education so these rules would not apply on Arizona waters. This is complicated but 
clearly defined in the Nevada boating regulations VRS 444) 700-770. The NPS program would be 
consistent with the state of Nevada. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORS ING Las Vegas Bay Marina Business 
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Uniform Boating Regulations 
Issue |: Implementation Clarifications 


A 


Comment: According to the preferred alternative, National Park Service will act cooperatively to develop 
uniform boating laws for Lakes Mead and Mohave. Based on management prescriptions within the 
preferred alternative, it may be difficult for law enforcement personnel to enforce many of the laws or 
regulations proposed within this plan. Regulatory issues related to shoreline conflict (¢.g.. wakeless 
areas), recreational opportunity zoning (motor restrictions) and alcohol use (while operating) are federal 
law and or NPS regulations. However. future efforts to attain uniform boating laws agrecable to all parties 
should remain a priority. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) ts now more compatible wath state boating 
laws. Differences still remain but the goal ts to achieve consistency between the states and federal 
agencies for boating laws within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
ORYSSK Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 
Issue 2: Uniform Flat-W ake Regulations 


Ad 


60) 


Comment: Implement a uniform boating law with respect to the current law in Nevada, which requires a 
200-foot wakeless zone around swimmers. The 200-foot wakeless zone gives more of a buffer than the 
current 100-foot zone. 


Response’ The 100-foot flat-wake zone around the entire lake has been modified to more closely parallel 
the state of Nevada standard. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement now proposes a 200-foot flat-wake zone around beaches frequented by 
bathers. boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation. 
O16S2B Indi sdual 


Personal Watercraft Visitor Conflicts 


Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Safety Issues / Conflicts with Other Users 


A 


Comment: With almost 80° of personal watercraft accidents involving a collision, it ts clear that personal 
watercraft operation poses a significant threat to other waterway users. National Park Service needs to 
thoroughly evaluate this threat to park visitors and regulate personal watercraft accordingly. The 
American Canoe Association sees no evidence in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that National 
Park Service has done so. 


Response: Satety ts an issue for all boaters. including personal watercraft users. Boating safety issues for 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area are described in the “Recreational Use of the Lake” section of 
the “Affected Environment” chapter. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), unified 
boating laws for Lakes Mead and Mohave are proposed. including the requirement of boater safety 
education for any boater born after 1983. While operating a boat and when applicable. the boat operator 
would be required to carry proof of completion of a boater safety course. The course must meet the 
requirements of the National Association of Boating Law Administrators. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). a 200-foot flat-wake zone is proposed around 
beaches frequented by bathers. boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. 
In addition, the Final Environmental Impact Statement reflects changes to the semiprimitive zoning 
designation that include designation of these areas as flat-wake zones (see alternative C. “Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning” section). Because all watercraft would be operating at slow speeds. this would 
increase safety for all boaters in these areas to a greater extent than implementing a horsepower restriction 
as originally proposed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


Also. alcohol consumption while operating a boat would be prohibited. Coordination with the states of 
Nevada and Arizona would be required in order to achieve the desired uniformity of the proposed boating 
regulations discussed above. If implemented. these boating regulations would help create a safer 
environment for Visitors participating in all forms of recreation at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
Consequences of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in relation to personal watercraft safety 
are described in the “Visitor Use. Experience. and Safety” section of the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSO9SG., 08094 G American Canoe Association Organization 


Comment: Jet skis should be confined to one area of the lake (banned from the upper reaches of the 
Muddy River and the Virgin River of Overton Arm) and rangers on duty in that area should enforce rules 
because the majority of the accidents seem to be due to jet skis. 


Response: Accident data trom 1999 showed that personal watercraft made up approximately 35°o of the 
boating fleet and accounted for 33° of the boating accidents at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). proposed locations where personal watercraft 
would be restricted by zoning designations have been expanded. In the Overton Arm area. specifically. 
the semiprimitive zoning designation in the Virgin and Muddy Rivers inflow areas has been extended, and 
personal watercraft would be prohibited in those areas. These changes are reflected in the description of 
the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Afjiliation: 
QO}S2B. OO1S3 B Individual 


ol 


Visitor CONFLICTS 


Cc 


Comment: Personal watercraft diminish the possibilities for the public to enjoy more contemplative forms 
of recreation. National Park Service permits jet skis in 98°o of park waters although their users represent 
roughly 24°o of ail boaters. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area provides a variety of recreational opportunities. Certain 
areas, such as Boulder Basin, are heavy-use areas for all types of watercraft. Restricting personal 
watercraft use in these types of areas would not result in a serene environment due to the amount of other 
watercraft activity. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), other areas such as the Black 
Canyon and Gypsum Beds would be zoned to provide a more enjoyable experience to those who want a 
nonmotorized recreation experience. The Final Environmental Impact Statement reflects the revisions 
under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), including increased primitive and semiprimitive 
zones Where personal watercraft access would be restricted and other watercraft would only be allowed at 
flat-wake speeds. On Lake Mohave, Black Canyon would be managed for a primitive setting two days per 
week year-round. Black Canyon would be managed for a semiprimitive setting (65 horsepower or less) 
five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. During the summer months 
between Memorial Day and Labor Day. Black Canyon would be managed as rural natural five days per 
week, only prohibiting houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM EIB Individual 


Comment: The beaches are torn up when “wave runners” are driven onto the sand. 


Response: \t is acknowledged that personal watercraft can cause erosion when they are driven onto sandy 
beaches. Shoreline areas with high-activity levels would be protected by the 200-foot flat-wake zone 
proposed around beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at 
the water's edge (see the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] description in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter). Personal watercraft, other watercraft, and heavy use by people are not the 
only causes of disturbance to the shoreline beaches of Lake Mead. The beaches are subjected to large 
fluctuations in water levels and heavy natural wave action. The wave action has much more impact on 
erosion than the current level of recreational use of the lakes. The water level fluctuation coupled with the 
wave action also result in a lack of dominant native shoreline vegetation at Lake Mead. Areas where 
sensitive shoreline vegetation and or high-quality wildlife habitat do exist wouid be protected from 
motorized watercraft impacts by zoning designations described in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” 
chapter and in the description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
05249B Individual 


Other Recreational Conflicts 


Issue 1: Plan Does Not Address Other Recreational Conflicts 


A Comment: \t is reasonable to anticipate that the water surface elevation on Lake Mead will continue to 
decline for the foreseeable future. thus limiting user access points and concentrating visitor use. There ts 
potential to create more conflicts in restricted areas, particularly in the Boulder Basin and upper Overton 
Arm where the majority of visitors use days are expended. The Boulder Basin supports 77° of all angler 
user days on the reservoir (State of Nevada 2001). Substantive shifts in angler use patterns away from the 
Boulder Basin have been observed in the past several years, combined with a decrease in total angler use 
days. possibly in response to the quality of the angling experience as conflicts have increased. Currently 
those impacts on Lake Mead will likely shift increased levels of recreational activity to lower Lake 
Mohave, including the Katherines Landing and Cottonwood Cove areas, and increase conflicts between 
recreational user groups on that reservoir. 


Response: Shoreline fishing is an important recreation activity throughout the recreation area. The 
National Park Service recognizes this, has specifically zoned for this activity, and allows for stocking by 
the state to support shoreline fishing. As lake levels continue to decrease, access to shoreline fishing areas 
might have to be adjusted in order to support the continuance of shoreline fishing and other recreational 
activities (see the description of the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter). While this Lake Management Plan illustrates what activities are 
occurring and how the zoning would be implemented at a lake elevation of 1,180 feet, the National Park 
Service can make adjustments if the physical conditions significantly change. The National Park Service 
acknowledges that there may be some displacement from Lake Mead due to the lower lake levels, and 
increased use levels on Lake Mohave have been observed. Funding has been secured to address these 


issues. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205B Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
B Comment: Shoreline fishing concerns on Boulder Basin, as described in this section (“Visitor Conflicts”), 


will be addressed by preclusion of conflicting activities in selected, designated zones, including SCUBA 
diving, waterskiing, and personal watercraft use. We are supportive of these designations in selected high- 
use areas where there is a high potential for conflict. Specific areas designated for angling would afford 
the opportunity to develop specific enhancements, such as Americans with Disabilities Act compliant 
access and aquatic habitat development. However, nothing in such designations should preclude the 
allowance of shoreline angler access and use in other areas of Boulder Basin or lakewide except for 
existing closure areas and zoned shoreline reaches for specific recreational activities, which would be in 
conflict with angling. As mentioned in the previous comment, figure 10 on page 73 appears to show a 
conflict between the existing SCUBA park and potential fish stocking areas south of Lake Mead Marina 
dike. This should be clarified. We are concerned that figure 10 does NOT seem to identify, for angler use, 
the area south of cie Hemingway Launch Ramp, which has historically been used for recreational angling 
and for winter stocking of catchable rainbow trout. Under certain lake elevation conditions this ts one of 
the better locations for trout stocking and angler success and its apparent future designation for personal 
watercraft use would substantially conflict with this existing use. 


Response: The opportunity for shoreline fishing and stocking ts currently available in the Horsepower 
Cove area, but commercial facilities have been temporarily relocated to this area because of its natural 
protection and proximity to utilities. This means that shoreline fishermen will be displaced. Alternative 
sites are being investigated and established. The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements both 
stated that additional shoreline fishing access beyond what currently exists might be developed in the 
future in cooperation with Nevada Division of Wildlife and the Arizona Game and Fish Department. The 
personal watercraft use area will be located at the Special Events Beach. 
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VISITOR CONFLICTS 
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Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205P Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Although specific data is lacking, Nevada Division of Wildlife receives a large volume of 
complaints annually from recreational anglers specific to conflicts with motorized boat use, particularly 
personal watercraft. Anecdotally, anglers have indicated changes in areas of use or even limiting their 
angling activity in response to conflicts with other recreational users. 


Response: The shoreline zoning depicted on figure 10 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement is 
designed to specifically address complaints between the different user groups in the Boulder Basin. In 
addition, a 200-foot flat-wake zone would be established around fishermen at the shoreline. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS205A Nevada Department of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Why are only paddlecraft seemingly favored by the effects of the new proposed regulations? 
Do paddlecraft owners pay a vessel use fee to Lake Mead like all other powerboat users? If not, why not? 
Don't they utilize the same facilities and services (1.¢., roads, launch ramps, sanitations facilities, garbage 
disposal) and benefit from all emergency services? Why are they treated any differently than other 
watercraft users? Even some boat fuel tax money comes back to the park to develop facilities that are 
utilized by paddlecrafters. Seems like all watercraft users should contribute equally. 


Response: Paddlecraft are not registered boats in either Nevada or Arizona. The National Park Service 
does not require the payment of lake use fees, but does require that Paddlecraft owners pay park entrance 
fees. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
QO3S3E Individual 


Commen¢ Coramenter stated that it is important to consider the impact of exterior lighting in the Lake 
Mead Recreational Area as mentioned in http: www.nps.gov lame Impdraft tables tab-01 -htm with 
regards to visitor impact. Exterior lighting increases the level of light pollution in areas well away from 
the source of the lights. While exterior lighting 1s necessary for safety and security, it is possible to light 
areas like boat landing parking lots effectively without producing wasted light. while at the same time 
saving money and energy. 


Some visitors use the Lake Mead Recreation Area for nighttime astronomical viewing and believe that the 
impact of the increase in services (and hence lighting) can be minimized by evaluating the use of fully 
shielded or full cut-off lighting at appropriate intensities as defined by the Hluminating Engineering 
Society of North America and the International Dark-Sky Association. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area uses shielded lights where possible to direct lights 
downward and protect the night sky. Whenever the Park Service replaces or adds lighting to developed 
areas within the recreation area, shielded lights are used. In addition, to further protect the night sky, all 
future concession contracts will be written to include stipulations for the minimum lighting necessary for 
safety and security, including the use of directed light and shielded lights. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
QO269A Individual 


Other Recreational Conflicts 


Comment: \s the recreational value to one type of watercraft user any greater than any other type of 
watercraft user? If the location or area is the attraction, how can you exclude the majority of watercraft 
operators to favor only a minority? 


Response: The objective in zon‘ng the waters of the lakes is to provide a range of recreational settings. 
The preferred alternative has been revised in the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) to allow 
greater motorized watercraft access to the primitive and semiprimitive areas while retaining the character 
of each area. The semiprimitive zone description has been revised in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to manage this zone for flat-wake speeds on Lake Mead. as opposed to horsepower limitations. 
The semiprimitive zone would still prohibit personal watercraft; but they would still have access to the 
majority of the lakes. The primitive zone description for Lake Mead has been revised to allow for electric 
trolling motors at flat-wake speed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO3S3K Individual 


Portable Gas Containers 


Issue 1: Questions the Practicality / Safety of a Ban 


A Comment: Many commenters expressed concern regarding a ban or limitation of portable gas containers 
due to impracticalities and inconveniences of such a ban. 


Response: Portable gas containers would not be prohibited, and this ts reflected in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) description in 
the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation 
00233C, 00252 F. OO948A B. and Individual 
00933 D 
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Visitor USE 


Personal Watercraft Use within National Park Service Units 


Issue 1: Personal Watercraft versus All Two-Stroke Outboards 


A 


Comment: The environment of the parks should be protected and preserved to a high standard. That 
standard is impossible if the National Park Service decides to enforce with respect to only one style of 
marine craft (i.e., personal watercraft). If the National Park Service determined that carbureted two-cycle 
personal watercraft are not appropriate, then ALL carbureted two-cycle outboards should also be 
considered inappropriate. There are 13 million two-cycle outboards in the United States versus |.1 million 
two-cycle personal watercraft. The average two-cycle outboard has an average engine displacement three 
times larger than the average two-cycle personal watercraft. Claims that these two-cycle outboards 
produce lower emissions than personal watercraft are not supported by any scientific data gathered within 
the last 10 years (specific to current use personal watercraft and outboards). 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) states that all carbureted two-stroke engines, 
both outboard and personal watercraft, will be phased out after 2012. Only newer, more fuel-efficient 
engines that meet the EPA 2006 standards will be allowed in Lake Mead National Recreation Area. This 
applies to all marine watercraft, not just personal watercraft. Outboard engines are cleaner than carbureted 
two-stroke personal watercraft engines only if they are direct-injection two-stroke or four-stroke 
technology (CARB 2001). This would result in a 299-ton reduction in hydrocarbon emissions in the first 
year the prohibition would be in effect compared to alternative D (the baseline). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OXOSOB, 00023 B Individual 


6? 


Personal Watercraft Use within Lake Mead 


Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Use Related to the Current Lake Management Plan 


Ad 


Ox 


Comment: The new plan does not serve the general public. The best approach ts to continue to implement 
the current Lake Mead National Recreation Area General Management Plan (NPS 1986) as written. This 
means continuing to allow jet skis on the lake. 


Response: Since the 1986 General Management Plai for Lake Mead National Recreation Area was 
implemented, management tssues have surfaced that have not been adequately addressed or resolved in 
prior planning efforts. These issues relate to the increase in recreational use of the lakes, visitor conflicts 
and safety. potential impacts on park resources from water-related activities, and personal watercraft use 
(refer to the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter). As part of the evaluation process associated 
with this Lake Managenent Plan, personal watercraft use in Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts 
given special analysis under cach alternative. Due to the revised settlement agreement between National 
Park Service and Bluewater Network, the use of personal watercraft in Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area will be continued with some restrictions until December 31, 2002. A description of personal 
watercraft regulatory background for the National Park Service and for Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area ts described in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. The 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C), proposes the continuance of personal watercraft use, but 
with certain restrictions. The conditions for personal watercraft use can be found in the description of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
02290B Individual 


Comment? Commenters asked how they could prevent the ban on personal watercraft at Lake Mead 
beginning September 15, 2002 from occurring. 


Response: The National Park Service and Bluewater Network filed an agreement on September 5, 2002 
with the U.S. District Court in Washington, DC, to extend the date when personal watercraft use would be 
banned from selected units of the national park system (previously September 15, 2002). This extension 
will allow unrestricted use of personal watercraft at Lake Mead National Recreation Area until 

November 6, 2002, and from November 7, 2002 to December 31, 2003, personal watercraft use will be 
subject to interim restrictions in specified areas. The National Park Service. under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C), is proposing to continue personal watercraft use over the long-term. The 
National Park Service ts making every effort to expedite the rulemaking process. The legal history of the 
lawsuit and settlement agreement is included in the “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” 
section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS9OT AB, OSTIZB BL OSITI2ZAB Individual 


Comment: What is the difference between a launch boat and a personal watercraft? Why would they need 
to have separate facilities?” 


Personal Watercraft Use within Lake Mead 


Response: Personal watercraft are defined in a footnote in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of 
and Need for the Plan” chapter under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Background.” The NPS definition 
of personal watercraft is a vessel, usually less than 16 feet in length, that uses an inboard, internal 
combustion engine powering a water jet pump as its primary source of propulsion. The vessel is intended 
to be operated by a person or persons sitting, standing, or kneeling on the vessel, rather than within the 
confines of the hull. Separate launch facilities are not required for personal watercraft at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSOSD Individual 
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SANITATION AND LITTER 


Overnight Boater Portable Toilet Requirement 
Issue 1: Enforcement and Inconsistencies 


A 


") 


Comment: Portable toilets on boats are a good idea, but how wall it be enforced” People are unlikely to 
want to clean a portable toilet. 


Response. Tiough the public scoping process for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the 
National Park Service found strong public si<> ot for clean water and shorelines and a general 
willingness to comply with the additional sana..on measures. In response to public input, the National 
Park Service has proposed that all people camping vn the lake and at undeveloped lakeshore areas must 
have a portable toilet. This requirement has been adopted elsewhere in the National Park Service with 
positive results, including the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. The Park Service would initiate an 
educatic. program to address the importance of proper lakeside sanitation (see the description of the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter under 
“Sanitation and Litter”). 


At Gien Canyon National Recreation Area. where this regulation was implemented in 1996, the National 
Park Service invested two years in an on-the-water information and education program. As part of this 
program. rangers contacted boaters on the lake and at the shoreline to discuss the park's samtation 
objectives. Following this two-year education program, the park initiated an enforcement program. A 
similar approach ts proposed for implementation at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Afiiliation: 
OOO9ID., C1680 £ Indiv sdual 


Comment: The sewage from Las Vegas ts a bigger problem than portable toilet issues. 


Response’ The issues involved with discharge of treated effluent and urban runoff in the Las Vegas Wash 
are outside the scope of this planning effort as noted in the “Issues and Impacts” section of the “Purpose 
of and Need for the Plan” chapter. Several coordination committees around the Las Vegas area, including 
the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum, the Las Vegas Wash Coordination Committee, the Clean Water 
Coalition, and the Systems Conveyance and Operation Program planning team are working to maintain 
the quality and integrity of the treated wastewater as it increases through time, to reduce crosion within 
Las Vegas Wash. and to reduce the impacts to Lake Mead. 


As noted in “Other Plans, Policies, and Actions Consider.d™ section of the “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan” chapter. the National Park Service is working wea the Bureau of Reclamation and the Clean Water 
Coalition to address the issues related to the discharge of treated effluent from Las Vegas Wash into Lake 
Mead. The National Park Service has recently started preparing an Environmental Impact Statement to 
address issues and analyze alternatives and potential impacts associated with the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of a Systems Conveyance and Operations Program. The goal of this program is to 
maintain the quality and integrty of the treated wastewater as it increases through time, and to reduce 
erosion within Las Vegas Wash. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation. 
O1OS8O} Indiv dual 


Comment) Requiring persons who stay on the lake at night to have portable toilets, while daytime users 
are not subject to the same restriction seems fruitless. The requirements may be appropriate for campers, 
but not for all overnight users, such as anglers who fish throughout the night. 


Overnight Boater Portable Tonlet Reqaarement 


Response’ The portable toilet requirement pertains to all people camping on the lake and at undeveloped 
lakeshore areas. To further mitigate use impacts, the program may be expanded in the future, if necessary. 
to include noncampers and day-use recreationists. 


Public Comment: Commenter. Affiliation: 
USYSOH Moyave County Public Agency 
Board of Supers tors 
Issue 2: Bilge Pumping 


A Comment: The dumping station feature of Moating toilets ts a concem. If someone were to pump out bilge 
water with any gasoline or oil mit. the fumes would be explosive. It would also create problems and 
mereased costs mn the treatment of the waste. 


Response: The scenario described ts possible. The National Park Service has signed the appropriate use 
for this facility and we believe the boating public would comply with the purpose and operation of these 
facilities. Such facilites have been in place at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area for two years and 


have not experienced this problem. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
0221SD Lake Mead Organization 


Boat Owners Association 


Glass/Styrofeam Prohibition 


Issue 1: Enforcement and Practicality 
A Comment: Prohibiting glass and styrofoam ts a good idea. but how do you enforce i”? Does the Park 
Service have to mspect every vehicle? 


Response’ Enforcement for new programs would begin with an extensive information and education 
campaign. The National Park Service would provide background information in variety of media and 
work with park visitors to gain understanding and suppor for this mitiative. Once park vistors are 
adequately informed. a phased enforcement program would begin that would again work with park 
visttors to support the objectives of this program. Ulumately. new programs would be enforced along with 
all other park regulations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
014300, 08683 £ Indis dual 
Comment: Glass beverage containers and styrofoam being prohibited ts a good thought. however. the only 


people that nt will affect are the concessioners. We will stop selling styrofoam and glass. However, 
styrofoam ts more economical. The reality ts that less than one-tenth of the litter found on the beaches ts 
from concession products. Community education and involvement ts a better solution. 


Response’ The National Park Service agrees that a community information and education approach ts 
appropriate. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) states that an extensive public information 
and education program would be initiated to address not only proper lakeside sanitation. but to also 
address the use of appropriate containers and promote proper trash disposal and recycling. The National 
Park Service has the role of supporting park concessioners in promoting the use of appropriate contamers. 
The prohibition of giass and styrc foam comtamers in the recreation area would further support this 
imitative. Although styrofoam may be more economical, substituting contamers that are recyclable 
supports the Natienal Park Service's commitment to environmental leadership and the principles of 
sustarnabuility. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONEos Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Issue 2: Recycling and Education 
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Comment Lake users should be educated to the proper disposal of trash and bottles, and the Park Service 
should have the necessary receptacles on day-use beaches. A recycling program would be wonderful. 


Response” The preferred alternative (alternative C) has been revised in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (modified preferred altermative [alternative C]) to state that an extensive public information and 
education program would be initiated to address the use of appropriate containers and promote proper 
trash disposal and recycling. Trash receptacles are currently located at access points to po ular day-use 
areas. The National Park Service wholeheartedly agrees with implementation of a recycling program for 
Lakes Mead and Mohave. To implement this program, it would require partnering with a Community or 
communities where a recycling program ts in place. 


Public Comment Commenter Affiliation: 
933. ONORT I Indiv sual 


RESOURCE PROTECTION 


Phasing of Clean Engine Technology 
issue 1: Support for Earlicr Phase-Out Date for Carburctca Two-Stroke Engines 


4 


Comment: The water quality montormng program described m the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
indicates the water quality standards (WQS) could be violated or beneficial uses impaired, National Park 
Service should consider whether an carlicr phase-out date for carburcted two-stroke engines ts warranted. 


Response’ Under the modified preferred alternatwe (alternative C), the National Park Service proposes 
implementation of a program to monitor several targeted Constituents of gasoline and related degradation 
products, including some polycyche aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), at the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. The monitormng plan would focus on high-use areas on Lake Mead and Mohave. Specific locations 
might require temporal or seasonal closures if monitormng identifies areas of concem not mecting water 
quality standards. The devclopment of a monitoring plan would be consistent with the interests of local. 
state. and federal agencies. The water quality analysis has been revised to show the relative differences m 
phase-out scenarios. While the benefits of ummediate phase-out would be realized, impacts on the 
coonomy and visitor use would be substantial. The modified preferred alternative would not result m 
impairment of park waters. Therefore. the proposed phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines mn 10 
vears has not been revised. 


Public Comment Commenter. Affiliation 
CN DO3A Env cronmental Protection Agency Publi Agency 


Issue 2: Opposition for Earlier Phase-Out of Carbureted Two-Stroke Engines; Allow Environmental 
Protection Agency's Emission Reduction Rules to Take Effect 


4 


Comment The Environmental Protection Agency already promulgated regulations, setting strict emission 
standards that require a 75°» ree ction im emissions by the year 2006 from all marine engine 
manufacturers. The National Park Service should not develop additional rules regarding marine engine 
emissions standards: especially those that were specifically designed to affect the manufacturers of the 
boat engines. not the owners of those engines. The Lake Mead management plan will directly affect 
consumers if they ban all carbureted two-stroke engines after 2012. There is no need to accelerate the 
demise of carburcted two-stroke engines by regulating the use of a product that was legaily manufactured 
by a regulated industry. 


Response” As estimated in the March 2002 Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft Regulations in 
Lake Mead National Recreation Arca (NPS 2002b), under alternative C (modified preferred alternative). 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts using 2012 as its engine phase-in date where all two-stroke 
engines would have to be direct-inpection mm accordance with EPA regulatrons. This date will cover the 
current life expectancy for personal watercraft specified by the Personal Watercraft Industry Assoctation 
(PWIA) of three years for a rental and five to seven years for a privately owned vessel. Under 

alternative C, National Park Service assumes that as a result of personal watercraft restrictions, businesses 
would expenence a S°» reduction in personal watercraft sales. service, and rentals related to the park. 
Some of thes impact is expected as a result of engine-type restrictions, but there are also geographic 
restrictions proposed under this alternative that were taken unto account. However, even under 

alternative A. where there would be a 100"» reduction in personal watercraft revenues related the park, the 
impact on the regional economy would be very small, less than 0.1" of total coonome activity 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012. most boat owners would already be 19 comphance with 
the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact of the 2012 ban on boat owners ts expected to be 
small. Personal watercraft manufacturers currently offer models that are comphant with the EPA 2006 
standards. and new personal watercraft purchased later than 2006 will be comphant. The average 
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operating life of a personal watercraft is 3 to 10 years. depending upon the source (see the “Overview of 
Recreational Use and Personal Watercraft Use” section in the “Purpose of and Need tor the Plan” 
chapter). As a result, it ts expected that the majority of noncompliant personal watercraft will no longer be 
in operation When the engine restrictions proposed under alternative C come into effect in 2012. 


Public Comment. Commenter. Affiliation. 
OOL60B. Form FLD: O25 ¢ Individual 


Issue 3: Mitigation of Potential Impacts to Existing Boat and Personal Vatercraft Owners from the Engine 
Phase-Out 


Comment Phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines after 2012 would be a hardship tor owners of 
65 horsepower or less boat engines that are found in many older boats. Some mitigation of the impact of 
restricting use of these boats should be implemented. Mitigation suggestions could consist of : “grand 
fathering in” existing engines: creating an exemption to the 2012 phase-out: requiring that only new 
engines Meet emissions standards: and requiring an annual emissions check. 


Response: As estmated in the March 2002 Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft Regulations in 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area, under alternative C (modified preferred alternative), Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area ts using 2012 as the date when all two-stroke engines would have to be direct- 
injection in accordance with EPA regulations. Under alternative C, the National Park Service assumes that 
es a result of personal watercraft restrictions, businesses would experience a 5° o reduction in personal 
Watercraft sales. service. and rentals related to the park. Some of this impact is expected as a result of 
engine-type restrictions, but there are also geographic restrictions proposed under alternative C that were 
taken into account. However, even under alternative A, where there would be a 100° reduction in 
personal watercraft revenues related the park. the impact on the regional economy would be very small, 
less than 0.1" 6 of total economic activity. 


The formula tor determining the operating life of personal watercraft was published in the Federal 
Register on October 4, 1996 (EPA 1996a). Based on this formula, the National Park Service expects that 
by 2012. most boat owners will already be in compliance with the EPA 2006 marine engine standards. 
The impact from the engine standard on boat owners ts expected to be small. Personal watercraft 
manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, and all personal 
watercraft purchased later than 2006 will be made compliant by the manufacturer. The average operating 
lite of a personal watercraft ts 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “Overview of 
Recreational Use and Personal Watercraft Use” section in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” 
chapter). As a result. it is expected that the majority of noncompliant personal watercraft will no longer be 
in operation When the engine restrictions proposed under the modified alternative C come into effect in 


2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOTS4IB. 01666 (. OOISS B Indiv dual 


Issue 4: /mplementation and Enforcement of the Engine Phase-Out 
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Comment How will the 65 horsepower restriction be enforced? How does one check an older engine” Is 
it nonpolluting at low speed or idle, but with increased acceleration, becomes an ol burner? The 
manpower to enforce such a regulation ts onerous. Is the real issue the performance of an individual 
engine? A poorly maintained engine could pollute more than a well-maintained older two-cycle engine. 


Response. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), the only area that would be managed 
using the 65-horsepower limitation would be Black Canyon. Enforcement would be achieved through 
signing (placing a buoy) in Black Canyon just north of the Willow Beach Harbor and through information 
and education efforts. A violation would occur if a boat with an engine larger than 65 horsepower were 


Phasing of Clean Engine Technolog 


yperating above the buoy. The management objective in using this limitation ts to create a safer, quicter. 
and more tranquil setting. 


The enforcement of the zoning restricuons would be included as part of an implementation plan for this 
Luke Management Plan. The implementation plan would also include information and education as part 
of the initial program. The information would include signing and printed literature explaining the 
program and its objectives. Once the National Park Service has adequately completed the education phase 
of the program, enforcement would be addressed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O14305 Individual 


Comment: Should all carbureted two-stroke engines be banned. not just personal watercraft? If you ban 
personal watercraft at any future date because of pollution, you need to ban all two-cycle engine use. 


Response: The EPA regulation requires the marine industry to improve the efficiency of marine engines 
by the year 2006. To protect the drinking water and the aquatic environment at Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area after the year 2012. all engines operating on Lakes Mead and Mohave would be required 
to meet the EPA 2006 emissions standards. If, in 20:12, park visitors having an outboard engine or 
persona! watercraft that does not meet these strict emissions standards, would not be able to operate that 
vessel on Lakes Mead or Mohave. The EPA Final Rule for New Gasoline Spark-lgnition Marine Engines 
discussion ts located in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), ali carbureted two-stroke engines would be 
phased out over the next 10 years. At this time, there is no plan to accelerate the phase-out schedule. This 
time frame takes into consideration not only the typical lifespan of personal watercraft but also typical 
outboard engines. The 10-year phase-out period for the carbureted two-stroke engine provides a 
reasonable time frame for boaters to comply with the management objectives. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
(2665 A Individual 


Issue 5: Shoreline Refueling 


4 


Comment: A clearer description of the difference between illegal and legal shoreline refueling ts needed. 
Are there any existing laws prohibiting refueling along the shoreline except in harbor areas? What 
refueling equipment can be used? Will portable fuel tanks be allowed? 


Response: Refueling boats on the shoreline ts not illegal: fuel spillage ts. Polluting or contaminating park 
waters, including fuel spillage. is a citable offense under 36 CFR 2.14(a)(6), as mentioned in the 
“Resource Protection” section of the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. Fue! spillage during 
shoreline operations ts a concern at Lakes Mead and Mohave. In areas of intense boat and personal 
watercraft use, fuel sheen has been observed on the lake water. Portable fuel tanks that meet state fucl 
container standards would be allowed under all the alternatives. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
Q221SN Organization 


GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS USED FOR ANALYSIS 


Personal Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions 


Issue 1: Disputing Information in Plan Regarding Personal Watercraft Use Patterns and Effects 


Comment: Add to text if applicable: “Direct-injection engines have been available in personal watercraft 
tor tour years. Three personal watercraft manufacturers introduced four-stroke engines for the 2002 model 
year. The new technology engines in today s personal watercraft are 30°o more fuel efficient, allowing 
greater miles per gallon, and have resulted in a 75°o reduction in hydrocarbon and nitrous oxide 
emissions.” 


Response? Comment has been noted, and the text has been changed tn the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The new text states that the 2006-compliant personal watercraft are available locally and 
comprise a significant percentage of new personal watercraft sales. The EPA 1996 rule to control exhaust 
emissions from new marine engines, including outboards and personal watercraft. are expected to reduce 
hydrocarbon emissions by 50° 6 from present levels by 2010 and a 75° reduction by 2030 (EPA 1996a). 
The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) calls for phasing out old engine technology and 
implementing requirements for the more efficient direct-injection two-stroke and four-stroke engines after 
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Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
U1626D Personal Watercraft Organization 
Industry Association 


Comment: The typical operating life for a personal watercraft is three years for a rental vessel and five to 
seven years for a privately-owned vessel. not 10 years as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 


Response’ The average operating lite of a personal watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source. 
The Personal Watereraft Industry Association believes that the typical operating life of a personal 
Watercraft rental is three years and five to seven years for a privately owned vessel. The formula for 
determining the operating life of personal watercraft was published in the Federal Register on October 4. 
1996 (EPA 1996a). Based on the EPA formula, the National Park Service expects that by 2012, most boat 
owners will already be in compliance with the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. Further discussion in 
included in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1626D Personal Watercraft Organization 
Industry Association 


Comment: Current industry research finds that personal watercraft are used mainly for touring and pulling 
waterskiers, not performing stunt-like maneuvers. Although a few models are capable of speeds in the low 
60 mph range. most personal watercraft perform well below that level, and not at speeds of up to 70 mph 
stated in the “Executive Summary” in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


Response: The text has been revised to addressed this comment. 
Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 


016266. OSO86 Personal Watercraft Organization 
Industry Association 


Personal Watercratt Use Trends and Assumptions 


Comment: Personal watercraft are no longer the fastest growing segment of the boating market. Sales and 
population estimates of personal watercraft have been declining for several years (American Marine 
Manufacturers Association). Personal watercraft sales have declined from 200,000 in 1995, representing 
30" 6 of all boat sales. to 83.000 in 2001 or approximately 15.3" of all boat sales in 2001. In 2001, there 
were 1.053 million personal watercraft in existence, constituting 6.2°o of all boats, down trom 6.6° o in 
1Y9N. 


Response’ Comment noted. The “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” section of the 
‘Purpose of and Need tor the Plan” chapter has been changed to indicate that personal watercraft were 
once the fastest growing segment of the boating industry. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O162l61 Personal Watercraft Organization 
Industry Association 


Comment The text on page 133 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that indicates between 1.5 
and 3 gallons of fuel is discharged into the water during a two-hour ride on a personal watercraft ts 
incorrect. The exhaust gases exiting a two-cycle engine are between 700°F 1, 100°. At these 
temperatures, only vapors exist. The scientific tests have repeatedly proven that no liquid fuel or orl ts 
dispensed into the water. 


Response: In this Final Environmental Impact Statement, surtace water quality impacts assumed 

3 gallons per hour, as documented in “Appendix G: Approach to Evaluating Surface Water Quality 
Impacts” and “Appendix H: Results of Surface Water Quality Evaluation.” Even with an approximately 
65°» evaporation rate at normal temperatures (EPA 1994), some fuel is left behind in the water. The new 
technology engines can greatly reduce emissions by up to 75°o0 (PWIA comment letter on draft rule. 
2002). EPA regulations dictate the use of these reduced emission engines in watercraft by 2006. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONOSOA Individual 


Issue 2: Disputing Information in Plan Regarding Personal Watercraft Use Patterns and Effects 


Comment: Itis unlikely the National Park Service could estimate the current number of personal 
watercraft from 1997 Lake Mead National Recreation Area Visitor Use Survey and the Nevada Division 
of Wildlife study because some of the information ts outdated. Since the 1997 visitor use survey, the total 
number of personal watercraft that have been sold in the United States has increased by 40° from 
963.000 to approximately 1.37 million. In addition, the 10-year life span of a two-cycle engine indicates 
that many of the personal watercraft purchased in the 1990s are still on the water. 


Response’ The National Park Service is not relying on the 1997 inventory, because Lake Mead conducts 
boating inventories during the boating season every year. For the last 10 years, boating inventories have 
been completed for Memorial Day weekend, and there have been other counts on a random basis. The 
boating saventory ts conducted as an aerial boat count. The count ts generally conducted during the 
middle of the day when boating use ts at its peak. During the inventory, the specific location of cach boat 
is recorded and whether the boat ts at the shoreline or operating on the water. There ts also a general 
classification of boats by boat type. The classification includes houseboats, pontoon boats, runabouts, 
personal watercraft. and canoe kayak. The inventory summarizes the number and boat type by zone. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSSYSO Bluewater Network Organization 
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Issue 3: Disputing Information in the Plan Regarding Personal Watercraft Use Patterns and Effects 


Comment: How can personal watercraft do more environmental damage than other watercraft when the 
personal watercraft has a smaller engine and ts used for a shorter season than most other boats? 


Response: The Lake Management Plan was designed to evaluate management Issues that had not been 
previously addressed or resolved in previous planning efforts. Issues that needed to be addressed were 
related to an increase in recreational use of the lakes. visitor conflicts and safety, potential impacts on park 
resources from water-related activities, and personal watercraft use. The plan was not designed to 
determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental damage to park resources than other boats. 
but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was consistent with the park’s enabling legislation and 
management goals and objectives. The overall objective of the Lake Management Plan ts to improve the 
management of Lakes Mead and Mohave while providing for the long-term protection of park resources 
and allowing a range of recreational opportunities to support visitor needs. A special analysis was done on 
the management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between 
Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the National Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage 
personal watercraft use at Lake Mead. or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. Also, see 
responses to comments under the “Purpose and Need™ section under the “Park Legislation Authority” 
heading. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS7TIOAB, OS7LOB B Individual 
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General Methodology for Establishing Impacts Effects 
Issue 1: /mpacts of Personal Watercraft \ ersus Other Watercraft 


A Comment? Many of the impacts personal watercraft use reportedly has on other waterway users and the 
environment were not alluded to in the document. Research indicates that personal watercraft use ts 
disproportionately responsible for more on-water accidents, More reports of near accidents, more claims 
of harassment, and more complaints of disturbance to notse. air, and water pollution than any other vessel 


type. 


Response: In the “Affected Environment” and “Environmental Consequences” chapters, safety citations 
are discussed, and accident statistics are given. The text states. “In 1999, personal watercraft accounted 
for approximately 35° 6 of the boating fleet and were involved in 33" of the boating accidents.” Norse 
trom personal watercraft ts addressed. among other places. in the “Soundscapes” section in the “Affected 
Environment” and “Environmental Consequences” chapters. Air and water pollution are discussed 
throughout the document. including the “Ai Quality” and “Water Quality” sections in the “Affected 
Environment” and “Environmental Consequences” chapters. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONOY41 American Canoe Association Organization 


Issue 2: Overcrowded Conditions 


| Comment? Commenters stated that the questions in the 1997 visitor survey were misleading. Visitors 
would rather enjoy the park under crowded conditions than be turned away or forced to make a 
reservation due to carrying capacity constraints. 


Response: Wis the responsibility of the National Park Service to manage recreational use at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area consistently with the recreation area's purpose. mission, and management 
objectives as stated in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need tor the Plan” chapter. One 
of the management objectives ts to provide for a range of recreational opportunities while protecting park 
resources and values. The spectrum of recreational settings and associated carrying capacities are intended 
to reflect and maintain this range of opportunities. This includes providing areas for visitors who desire to 
avon crowds and more frequent encounters with other visitors or boats. The range of opportunities under 
the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) reflects the public's desire that the National Park Service 
provide a mix of recreational settings while maintaining or slightly increasing the overall level of boating 
activity on the lakes. 


Visitor use surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998 included over 3.300 lake users who were asked to 
evaluate crowding under a variety of reereational-use levels from winter weekdays to summer holiday 
weekends. Using a nine-point scale. visitors ranked boating conditions, crowding at the shoreline, and 
crowding on the water. The data were used in the recreational carrying capacity analysis (see appendix B) 
to establish maximum boating capacities for the variety of recreational settings ranging from primitive to 
urban. The maximum boating capacities were established for the urban zones at specific boating levels. 
On high-use days. over 50°» of the public said the number of boats on the water decreased their 


enjoyment. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OTIIZAL,OTISTE CL ODII9 A Indiv dual 


Issue 3: Comparisons to Other Areas 


df Comment: | find it very unreasonable to expect to maintain the natural environment of Lakes Mead and 
Mohave to the extent contemplated by the referenced examples of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
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and the Everglades. Both of these are naturally occurring lakes wetlands that cannot be reasonably 
compared to a manmade lake. 


Response: Both the Everglades National Park and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency are referenced 
under the “Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” section in the “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan” chapter. The references are included to illustrate the history of personal watercraft management on 
other sensitive bodies of water. The water standards for Lakes Mead and Mohave are specific to those 
bodies of water and are not comparable to Everglades National Park or Lake Tahoe. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOTOOB Indiv dual 
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AIR QUALITY 


Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: The Environmental Impact Statement Should Address Impacts from Toxic Air Pollutants Emitted 
During Construction 


A Comment: A discussion of mitigation to reduce air toxics from construction machinery, specifically 
construction-relaied diesel emissions. should be presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and subsequent “tiered™ NEPA documents. 


Response: In the “Description of Alternatives” section of the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” 
chapter. the following mitigation measures for protecting air quality during construction activities has 
been added: “Water would be applied te roadway surfaces, as necessary, to minimize the release of dust. 
Low-sulfur fuel (0.05% 6 by weight) would be used when available. and construction equipment would be 
properly tuned.” These are the standard mitigation measures required by the National Park Service on all 
construction projects at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Aftiliation: 
OS203K Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


B Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should address if lead-based paint and or asbestos- 
containing materials are potential issues of concern at any facilities proposed for renovation, modification, 
or expansion. If so. appropriate commitments to reduce prtblic exposure should be presented, as well as 
measures to protect worker health and safety. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area complies with federal and state regulations related to the 
Clean Air Act and hazardous materials. Any facility renovation within Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area first requires a licensed contractor to test the building components to determine if there are asbestos 
and lead contaminants present. If contaminants are present, contractors are hired to remove the 
contaminants in accordance with state and federal standards and requirements. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS2031 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
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Impacts from Personal Watercraft from Airborne Pollutants 


Issue 1: General Impacts of Personal Watercraft on Air Quality 


&2 


Comment) The Calitornia Air Resources Board report Outhoard Engine and Personal Watercraft 
Emissions to Air and Water: A Laboratory Study states that tor all measured air pollutants, two-stroke 
personal watercraft and outboards were generally and substantially higher than comparable four-stroke 
engines. In the case of hydrocarbons (THC), two-stroke motors were far more polluting than comparadle 
four-stroke motors. 


Response’ The comment ts correct for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter. In 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the EPA NONROAD mode! was used for estimation of 
watercraft emissions, HC emissions factors for two-stroke carbureted personal watercraft engines are 
approximately 13 times greater than for four-stroke personal watercraft engines. This ts a major factor in 
the EPA rule (as well as the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) requiring the phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines. A discussion of the emission 
factors and effects on forecast watercraft emissions are discussed in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter under “Aur Quality” in each alternative discussion, 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation 
ONSYSK Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment. Direct-injected two-stroke and four-stroke persenal watercraft will not solve all problems. 
California Ar Resources Board research found that direct-injected two-stroke engines emit approximately 
seven times more total hydrocarbons than do four-stroke engines. Hydrocarbons ts a key component in the 
formation of smog. In the case of formaldehyde. a possible human carcinogen, direct-injected engines 
emitted more than both the carbureted two-stroke and four-stroke engines. In the case of nitrogen oxides 
(No) and carbon monoxide, the four-stroke engine emitted more than the direct-ingected engines. Neither 
the direct-injected nor the four-stroke personal watercraft will do anything to address the impacts of the 
more than 1.1) million thoilleraft already operating on American waters. 


Response: Polyeyche aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are addressed in the “Water Resources” section of 
the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. Text in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement wypact 
analysis was changed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement vo read.” . . changing trom 
carbureted two-stroke engines to direct-injection two-stroke engines may result in increases of airborne 
particulate-associated PAH. Further scientific research ts needed to identify what impact this would have 
on PAH concentrations in water.” National Park Service has committed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement to monitor for chemical compounds. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation 
OXSYST Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: The visible pollution from personal watercraft significantly impact other recreational activities. 
wildlife, and waterway quality. Although other types of motorized watercraft also emit pollution, the 
operational characteristics of personal watercraft use, such as staying i one area for long periods of time, 
and the frequent acceleration and deceleration, increase the impacts of personal watercraft pollution on 
others. Even when equipped with direct-injected two-stroke or four-stroke engines, the nature of personal 
watercraft operation will continue to create unacceptable amounts of air pollution. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) includes a 200-foot flat-wake zone around 
beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people im the water and at the water's edge 
(see the description of the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter). This zone would provide a buffer for localized pollution effects. Direct-injection two- 
stroke and four-stroke personal watercraft engines would reduce hydrocarbon and particulate emissions as 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft from Airborne Pollutants 


noted .n the previous response. A quantitative estimate of exhaust emissions for each alternative has been 
added to the air quality impact analysis in this Final Environmental Impact Statement (see the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSO9IA American Canoe Association Organization 


Issue 2: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Fails to Mention the Impact of Personal Watercraft 
Permeation Losses 


4 Comment: Permeation is the process by which individual fuel molecules may penctrate the walls of the 
Various assembly components of a fuel system directly to the outside air. The California Air Resources 
Board states that evaporative and permeation emissions from nonroad engine fuel systems and gas tanks 
are significant. For example. California Air Resources Board research found that a typical nonroad 
engines (5-gallon fuel tank filled to half its capacity) ts likely to emit over 7 grams of hydrocarbon 
pollution in a 24-hour summer diurnal cycle. According to the Environmental Protection Agency. many of 
America’s approximately 10 million off-road vehicles, such as all-terrain vehicles, personal watercraft. 
and snowmobiles, have similar tanks. 


Response: Nonexhaust hydrocarbon emissions from watercraft are less than exhaust emissions but are not 
insignificant. For watercraft. the principal sources of nonexhaust emissions are evaporative emissions 
from fuel tanks when the engine ts not in use and refueling emissions. The quantities of these emissions 
are related to the number of pieces of equipment, number of trips, and watercraft fuel tank volume. The 
phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines would vary by alternative resulting in large variations in 
exhaust emissions. However, fuel tank volumes would not be anticipated to change significantly. The 
number of trips per year would vary, at the most, 5°o between alternatives. Therefore, nonexhaust 
emissions would be very similar for all four alternatives. In July 2002, the Environmental Protection 
Agency proposed new evaporative standards for gasoline-fueled boats and personal watercraft. These 
proposed standards would require most new boats produced in 2008 or later to be equipped with low- 
emission fuel tanks or other evaporative emission controls. Nonexhaust emissions are discussed in the 
“Air Qual y Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OXS9SQ Bluewater Network Organization 
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Impacts from Other \ essels 
Issue 1: General Comment About Impacts from Other 4 essels 
4 Comment: This tssue seems to be about enussions. What about all the outboards on the lake’ 


Response’ The EPA rule affecting the manufacture of carbureted two-stroke engines is applicable to 
outboards as well as personal watercraft. Implementation of alternative B would prohibit all two-siroke 
engines. including those on outboards, at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area one year after final 
approval of the Lake Management Plan. lplementation of the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements would prohibit all two-stroke 
engines at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area after 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02242 AB, 02242B B Individual 


Issue 2: Request for Alternate Horsepower Restrictions for Inboard-Outhoard Four-Stroke Engines 


4 Comment: The 65 horsepower and under regulation will inflict hundreds if not thousands of old style 
outboards into the proposed semiprimitive areas with the resulting pollution of air and water and 
unacceptable notse levels. As an alternative proposal. consider limiting boats with outboards to 
65 horsepower or less and boats with the inboard outboard four-cycle type engines to 260 horsepower. 
This way you are not polluting and damaging the environment quite so badly and you are not 
discriminating against those of us who own inboard outboard four-cycle type engines. 


Response: The modified preterred alternative (alternative C) in this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement would climinate horsepower restrictions except at Black Canyon from Willow Beach to Hoover 
Dam five days per week between Labor Day and Memorial Day weekends. Semiprimitive zones on Lake 
Mead would be accessible to boats at flat-wake speed, and personal watercraft would be prohibited. The 
implementation of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would also prohibit all carbureted 
two-stroke engines at Lake Mead National Recreation Area after 2012. which would reduce engine 
emissions to both air and water quality. The effects of all these changes are analyzed in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter under the “Air Quality” sections for cach alternative. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
(WYIOSIA Fitzgibbons and Anderson Business 
Law Corporation 
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WATER QUALITY 


Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


issue 1: Introduce New References to Be Included in the Vater Quality Analysis 


d 


Comment: Personal watercraft and other motorized activities negatively affect waier quality. 
Scientifically explain how nt can be concluded that the oil and gas mixture dumped by personal watercraft 
is not damaging park resources. The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recent report Oil in the 

Sea HL: Inputs. Fates and Effects (http: www.nap.cdu catalog 10388. htmlse_side) addresses impacts 
due to oil and gas mixture used in personal watercraft. Pollutants such as PAH can remain suspended in 
the water column, or be deposited in sediment for years after initial deposition. The National Academy of 
Sciences reports that NPS reliance upon state water quality standards may not be adequate to protect the 
recreation area's plants and wildlife. PAH can interfere with biological processes at “concentrations 
several orders of magnitude lower than concentrations that induce toxic effects.” 


Response: The protection of water quality within the Lake Mead Recreation Area has been addressed in 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement comaiming additional evaluations of surface water quality 
impacts. An estimated minimum threshold volume of water in Lakes Mead and Mohave. below which 
concentrations of gasoline constituents from personal watercraft or other outboard engines, would be 
potentially toxic to aquatic organisms or humans was determined. Using the estimated threshold volumes. 
the surface area of the minimum lake pools, and the chemicals identified, it ts possible to identify 
unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. There are a limited number of EPA criteria for the 
protection of human health (via ingestion of water and aquatic organisms or ingestion of aquatic 
organisms only). Chrome ecotoxicological and human health benchmarks for contaminants were acquired 
from various sources. The evaluation presents the most restrictive thresholds. based on both federal and 
state water quality standards, for the pollutants. “Table 50: Toxicity Benchmarks.” shows the benchmarks 
used in the evaluation for cach pollutant. Results of this evaluation show that the chemical pollutants 
emitted from recreational boats. necluding personal watercraft, are negligible to minor: impacts are 
detectable (as seen in a one-time sampling), but are within water quality standards. 


The above reterenced National Academy of Sciences report focuses on impacts to the marine environment 
but acknowledges contribution from land based uses, rivers, and lakes. The “Executive Summary” of Oi/ 
in the Sea HL: Inputs. Fates and Effects (National Academy Press, 2002), concludes that “Federal 
agencies, especially Environmental Protection Agency. should continue efforts to regulate and encourage 
the phase-out of older, inefficient carbureted two-stroke engines.” The modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), not only encourages the phase-out of these older engines, but in fact goes a step further in 
restricting their use at the park beginning in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
082040), ORSYS FE. V (Bluewater Wildertiess Society and National Organization 
Network) Parks Conservation Association 


Comment. The purpose of the reference “Outboard Engine and Personal Watercraft Emissions to Air and 
Water: A Laboratory Study.” California Air Resources Board, was to evaluate emissions from marine 
engines and personal watercraft operated under controlled test conditions. Pollutions concentrations in the 
water column of two-stroke and direct-injected engines were consistently higher than those of comparable 
four-stroke engines. This was true for many pollutants including methyl tertbutyl! ether (MTBE), xylene 
(collectively called BTEX), benzene, and acetaldehyde. Moreover, both the carbureted and direct-injected 
two-strokes were found to emit PAH to the water. Research also found that concentrations of many of 
these pollutants remained substantially elevated in the test tank one day after testing. 


Response: Recognizing that some pollutant concentrations in the water column from two-stroke engines 
are greater than those of comparable four-stroke engines, the evaluation of surface water quality impacts 
in the “Water Quality” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter addresses the combined 
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effects of all recreational boats and personal watercraft. A chemical pollutant monitormng program would 
be instituted (funding ts currently being sought) in order to protect the high water quality standards for 
recreation. [f monitoring determines that water quality standards are being violated. specific areas in the 
recreation area could require temporal or seasonal closures. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSSYSK Blucwater Network Organization 


Issue 2: Reference Other Vater Quality Standards 


A 


Comment? Applicable Water Quality Standards for Nevada waters appear in appendix C. Because lake 
management activities also take place in Anzona, thus affecting water quality in that state. we recommend 
that Ar:zona’s Water Quality Standards be referenced in the Final Environmental Impact Staiement ma 
comparable manner. The Final Environmental Impact Statement should also include a reference to 
section 313 of the Clean Water Act. 


Respoase: The Arizona Water Quality Standards, Title 18, Chapter 11, Department of Envi) mental 
Quality Water Quality Standards (ADEQ 1996) were utilized in the development of the La. 
Vanagement Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Due to their length, they were incorporated by 
reference in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and are also contained in this final document. A 
reference has been added in this Final Environmental Impact Statement for section 313 of the Clean 
Water Act. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORDO 3 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should discuss fuel line and fuel storage facilities 
at Lake Mead National Reereat on Area, including location, size, and condition, as well as environmental 
restoration efforts for hydrocarbon contamination (¢.g.. remediating contaminated soils and or 
groundwater). Applicable state and federal requirements should also be addressed. Should the action 
alternatives require the expansion, modification, relocation, or removal of fuel lines or fuel storage tanks, 
this should be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The plan needs to address whether 
the ational Park Service and or concession operators would be responsible for complying with federal 
and state requirements on fuel lines and fuel storage tanks, as well as environmental restoration efforts. 
Subsequent “tiered” NEPA documents should address activities involving fuel lines or fuel storage tanks, 
including environmental restoration. 


Response’ Unde: the terms of the concession contract, all concession operators within Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area are responsible for complying with all federal and state requirements on fuel 
lines and fuel storage tanks. as well as environmental restoration efforts. This information has been 
included in appendix A in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


The NPS Hazardous Waste Management and Pollution Prevention Team have developed a Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (NPS 1998c) that provides recommendations and 
requirements to prevent environmental damage resulting from the spills of oil. These plans are required by 
the Environmental Protection Agency as stated in 40 CFR, Part 112. In addition, the recreation area 
complies with state requirements, and has developed Best Management Practices for Watercraft and 
Varina Operations, Dry Boat Storage, and Boat Repair Services (NPS 1996a). All marina operators and 
the National Park Service must comply with these requirements and Best Management Practices. 


The National Park Service will comply with section 313 of the Clean Water Act, Federal Facilities 
Pollution Control. This information has been added to the “Water Quality” section in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter, under “Laws, Regulations, and Policies” in the Final Environmental impact 
Matement. 


Regulanons. Ucthodolowiecs, and Assumptions 


Public Comment Commenter. iffiliation 
UN2O3) Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should address the potential need tor National 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits under section 402 of the Clean Water Act (or 
subsequent “ticred™ construction projects). Section 402 permits are needed for construction activ ities 
disturbing five or more acres. The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) ts the permit- 
issuing entity, while Environmental Protection Agency Region IX ts the permit issuing entity for Anzona 
Deparment of Environmental Quality. Lasily. the Final Environmental Impact Statement should note that 
mitigation Measures are associated with National Park Discharge Elimination System stormwater permits 
(a stormwater pollution prevention plan). which can parallel the Best Management Practices adopted by 
National Park Service. 


Response’ The National Park Service will address speciiic permit requirements im the subsequent proyect- 
specific environmental analysis. The NPS Best Vanagement Practices (NPS 1996a) are tollowed for all 
construction activities at Lake Mead Nationa! ® coro otion Area. and the Park Service will coordinate 
activities and permitting with the appropri.tc staic agercy. 


Public Comment A omreonter: Affiliation: 
S203, OR203 FG Enviro ai Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 3: Vonitoring and Studies at Inflow Areas Are Different, Goals for Such Activities Need to Be Clear 


4d 


Comment: As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, alternative C on page 78. “Studies 
would also continue at the Virgin River area and various areas of the lake where water clarity is being 
monitored.” There ts a difference between monitoring and studying. If this plan intends to address inflow 
from upstream municipalities and or farming activities. then you should specify your commitment and 
goals in much greater detail. 


Response” Both monitoring and studies at inflow areas are important io protect water quality. Requests 
have been made to fund a water quality monitoring site in the upper Overton Arm that would monitor the 
water quality of inflows from the Muddy and Virgin Rivers to make sure water quality standards are 
being met. A stream gauge will also be installed in the Virgin River, within park boundanes, to measure 
flow of the Virgan River. The National Park Service will work in cooperation with the Nevada Division of 
Environmental Protection to ensure water quality standards for Lake Mead are not exceeded. 


The National Park Service hopes to work with Lake Mead Water Quality Forum te taclude the formation 
of goals for long-term protection of water quality for Lake Mead related to all inflow areas. The National 
Park Service ts currently exploring options with local, state, and federal agencies interested in the 
development of a Virgin River working group to develop a conservation strategy for the Virgin River. 
The Clark County Multi-Species Conservation Program ts also interested in the development of 
conservation programs along the Virgin River for vegetation and wildlife species designated for 
conservation activities under the Clark County Multi-Species Conservation Plan. Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area ts secking funds to work with US. Geological Survey on baseline monitoring of water 
quality in the Overton Arm. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSONOM (nx erton Beach Marina Business 
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Issue 1: 4ddress Impact of PAH and Include PAH in Future Monitoring Activities 


Comment: What are PAHs and how are they related to carbureted two-stroke engines? 


Response: PAH stands for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. PAH, including benzo(a)pyrene, 
naphthalene. and |-methy!l naphthalene, are released during the combustion of fuel, though some PAH are 
also found in unburned gasoline. PAH, as well as other hydrocarbon emissions, could potentially be 
reduced as new direct-injection two-stroke and four-stroke engines replace older carbureted two-stroke 
engines. Very few PAH compounds are discharged into the water as part of the unburned fuel: many more 
are discharged as part of the exhaust from engine combustion. The phase-out of carbureted two-stroke 
engines ts an important step toward substantially reducing petroleum-related pollutants. The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) goes a step further in restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke 
engines after 2012. The “Methodology” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter provides a 
detailed discussion of PAH and other water-related contaminants. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
02215Q Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Comment: If monitoring shows that water quality standards are violated or beneficial uses impaired, then 
National Park Service should consider whether an earlier phase-out date for carbureted two-stroke engines 
is appropriate. Monitoring emphasis should be directed to areas where water quality standards may be 
approached. including areas of greatest visitor use, areas having less circulation and flushing, and areas 
utilized by sensitive species or involving sensitive habitat. The Environmental Protection Agency 
recommends that the Final Environmental Impact Statement address if water quality monitoring at Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area should be expanded to include monitoring for PAH. 


Response: A monitoring plan that will include several targeted constituents of gasoline and related 
degradation products, including some PAH, will be implemented at the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. The monitoring plan will focus efforts on high-use areas on Lakes Mead and Mohave. Specific 
locations might require temporal or seasonal closures if monitoring identifies areas of concern not 
meeting water quality standards. The development of a monitoring plan will be consistent with the 
interests of local, state, and federal agencies. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), the carbureted two-stroke engines would be 
phased out over the next 10 years. At this time there is no plan to accelerate this phase-out schedule. The 
10-year time frame for the phase-out takes into consideration not only the typical life of personal 
watercraft. but also typical outboard engines. The 10-year period for the carbureted two-stroke engine 
phase-out provides a reasonable time frame for boaters to comply with the management objectives. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR 2036 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 2: National Park Service Not Doing Good Enough Water Quality Monitoring Job 


A 


Comment: How can you expect support for the Lake Management Plan when the lake is green with algae 
and the wash has built a delta so large that it could eliminate the Las Vegas Bay area within a year? 
Ongoing monitoring programs do not save the environment and water quality. What will be done about it? 


Response: Water quality is a very important issue at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Park resource 
managers are working with the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum to coordinate monitoring, identify issues 
related to water quality, and seek solutions for reducing threats to water quality at Lake Mead. Park 
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managers are also working with the Las Vegas Wash Coordination Committee to develop a Las Vegas 
Wash comprehensive adaptive management plan with the goal of improving the quality of water entering 
Lake Mead. 


The National Park Service, Bureau of Reclamation, and the Clean Water Coalition are working to address 
the issues related to the discharge of treated effluent from Las Vegas Wash into Lake Mead. The National 
Park Service and Bureau of Reclamation have recently started working together to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement to address tissues and analyze alternatives, and potential impacts 
associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of a Systems Conveyance and Operations 
Program. The goal of this program ts to maintain the quality and integrity of the treated wastewater as It 
increases through time and to reduce erosion within Las Vegas Wash. 


Managers at Lake Mead National Recreation Area are also working with the managers of Las Vegas Bay 
Marina to address the water quality and delta issues in the bay. Coordination of the development of issues 
and alternatives related to the current situation in the bay ts ongoing. 


In September 2002, the National Park Service released an environmental assessment for the relocation of 
the Las Vegas Bay Marina due primarily to the low water levels and the emergence of the wash delta. The 
marina has been temporarily relocated until the amendment for the General Management Plan tor low- 
water lake access can be completed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSS2SE Las Vegas Bay Marina Business 


Issue 3: Address Possibility of Earlier Phase-Out Date Based on Water Quality Monitoring 


A 


Comment: In light of the significant volume of hydrocarbons discharged by recreational boats and 
personal watercraft using carbureted two-stroke engines, reported to discharge as much as 30° o of their 
fuel unburned as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, it is recommended that the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement address whether an earlier phase-out date may be reasonable under 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, should monitoring show that water quality standards could be 
exceeded or beneficial uses impaired. Environmental Protection Agency recommends that National Park 
Service consult with the responsible water quality protection agencies (Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection: Arizona Department of Environmental Quality) in formulating this course of action. 


Response: A monitoring plan that will include several targeted constituents of gasoline and related 
degradation products, including some PAH, would be implemented at the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area as described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). The monitoring plan would 
focus efforts on high-use areas on Lakes Mead and Mohave. Specific locations might require temporal or 
seasonal closures if monitoring identifies areas of concern not meeting water quality standards. The 
development of a monitoring plan will be consistent with the interests of local, state, and federal agencies. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), carbureted two-stroke engines would be phased 
out over the next 10 years. At this time there is no plan to accelerate this phase-out schedule. The 10-year 
time frame for the phase-out takes into consideration not only the typical life of personal watercraft, but 
also typical outboard engines. The 10-year period for the carbureted two-stroke engine phase-out provides 
a reasonable time frame for boaters to comply with the management objectives. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8203D Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
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Issue 1: Implement Regulations to Require Containment Systems if Water Quality Standards Are Not Met 


Comment: The Arizona Game and Fish Department supports effort to monitor water quality and 
development of human waste facilities (e.g., portable toilets). However, we believe the National Park 
Service should also identify measures that would be implemented if water quality does not meet 
acceptable standards. For example, regulations could be developed that require large watercraft to have 
containment systems for gray and black water. 


Response: The release of “black” water discharge into Lakes Mead and Mohave ts currently prohibited. 
Black water containment systems on vessels must be sealed to prevent discharge. Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area intends to seek funding for monitoring of pathogens and contaminants associated with 
both gray- and black-water releases. The National Park Service intends to work with the U.S. Geological 
Survey for further study of the distribution and impact of contaminants associated with personal care 
products released in gray water. The National Park Service plans to work with the states of Nevada and 
Arizona for the development of consistent regulations across both states that protect the existing high 
water quality of Lakes Mead and Mohave. If research and monitoring shows that gray-water discharge 
from vessels becomes a threat to exceedance of water quality standards, park regulations would be 
developed to prohibit the activity. Monitoring is discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
under the mitigation section of the description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSYRSL Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 
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Issue 1: Impacts of Municipal Sewage 


A 


Comment: Commenters criticized the Lake Management Plan for not addressing the algae green slime 
that covered a huge portion of Lake Mead for five months in 2001, and which ts returning in 2002 as of 
this date. Commenters stated that the algae blooms are not from illegal fueling, personal watercraft two- 
stroke engines, or from the overcrowded conditions, but rather from effluent water. Nevada Water Quality 
standards have already been exceeded, but what did the National Park Service do about it? 


Response: Water quality is a very important issue at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Park resource 
managers are working with the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum to coordinate monitoring, identify issues 
related to water quality, and seek solutions to the threats to water quality at Lake Mead. Park managers 
are also working with the Las Vegas Wash Coordination Committee to develop a Las Vegas Wash 
comprehensive adaptive management plan with the goal of improving the quality of water entering Lake 
Mead. 


The National Park Service, Bureau of Reclamation, and the Clean Water Coalition are working to address 
the issues related to the discharge of treated effluent from Las Vegas Wash into Lake Mead. The National 
Park Service and Bureau of Reclamation have recently begun preparation of an environmental impact 
statement to address issues and analyze alternatives and potential impacts associated with the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a Systems Conveyance and Operations Program. The goal of 
this program is to maintain the quality and integrity of the treated wastewater as it increases through time, 
and to reduce erosion within Las Vegas Wash. Managers at Lake Mead National Recreation Area are also 
working with the managers of Las Vegas Bay Marina to address the water quality and delta issues in the 
bay. Agency coordination efforts and analysis of issues and alternatives related to the current situation in 
the bay are ongoing. 


The above actions are discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement under the “Other Plans, 
Policies, and Actions Considered” section in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01528D, 00371 B, 08092 F Sierra Club, Organization 
(Las Vegas Boat Harbor, Inc.) Southern Nevada Group 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 
Issue 1: Fish Stocking Locations Need to Be Dynamic 


A Comment: The utility of certain fish stocking locations will change from year to year as lake surface 
elevations change. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area staff would continue to coordinate stocking activ ities 
with the Nevada Division of Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, with the understanding that 
stocking locations can change with the fluctuating water levels as stated under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS205SO Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Impacts from all Watercraft 


Issue 1: Wildlife Impacts in Black Canyon from All Watercraft Noise 


A 


Comment: Noise trom all watercraft in Black Canyon disrupts the serenity of the kayaking experience and 
impacts wildlife. 


Response’ Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), there would be temporal restrictions 
on personal watercraft use in Black Canyon that would reduce impacts on wildlife and users seeking a 
serene experience. Impacts would be reduced to a minimal or negligible level. Under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C), the canyon would be managed for a primitive setting two days per 
week, thus excluding personal watercraft use those two days. Between Labor Day and Memorial Day, 
five days per week. the canyon would be managed for a semiprimitive setting. During the summer months 
between Memorial Day and Labor Day. the canyon would be managed for a rural setting, with 
houseboats, waterskiing, and wakeboarding prohibited. Personal watercraft use would be monitored 
during this summer period and would be restricted if the safety of lake users becomes an issue. (Refer to 
table | in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter for a complete description of the recreational 
opportunity spectrum.) These temporal and watercraft type restrictions in Black Canyon should reduce the 
impacts on shoreline wildlife use and primitive watercraft use (such as kayaks). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OL938B Individual 


Comment: Consider eliminating all motorized watercraft use in Black Canyon or, at the very least. 
consider limiting their use. By doing so, this could possibly encourage wildlife species to return to Black 
Canyon for pleasant viewing by all. 


Response: The preterred alternative (alternative C) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
revised and is now the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) in this final document. The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) includes temporal and watercraft restrictions in Black Canyon. During 
the winter months, Black Canyon does not get much use by any watercraft, and it would be managed for a 
primitive setting two days per week, and a semiprimitive setting five days per week. During the summer 
months between Memorial Day and Labor Day, houseboats, waterskiing. and wakeboarding in Black 
Canyon would be prohibited, and personal watercraft use would be allowed, but monitored and restricted 
if the safety of lake users becomes an issue (as determined by reported conflict information and boating 
accident reports). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01936BB Individual 


Issue 2: Wildlife Will Not be Seen If Shorelines Are Closed 


A 


Comment: By closing some of shoreline to protect wildlife. we will not be able to get there to see them. 
Why are we saving wildlife if we cannot see them? Make these wakeless zones, instead. 


Response: As explained in the “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, the 
federal standard for evaluating wildlife impacts does not base wildlife habitat value solely on the public's 
ability to view species. In many cases, areas of important wildlife habitat are more valuable to the 
preservation and protection of the species if they are secluded from visitor viewing and direct visitor 
impacts. Protected and secluded areas of important wildlife habitat can function as refuge and breeding 
areas for wildlife, thus helping to secure the species’ continued existence. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00136D Individual 
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Issue 3: Impacts to Aquatic Wildlife from Recreational Use 


A 


Comment: We concur with the assessment in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that recreational 
use has not shown to be an impact to sensitive and protected fish species. We also agree with the concept 
of restrictive zoning to protect shoreline resources and are not aware of any areas within the National 
Recreation Area where it is needed at this time. 


Response: The National Park Service appreciates the Nevada Division of Wildlife’s concurrence on this 
issue. NPS staff will work with Nevada Division of Wildlife to identify shoreline areas requiring 
protective measures, should the need for restrictive zonings arise. As stated under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in this Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service would 
continue to monitor boating use during spawning periods at spawning sites, and if necessary. would 
implement temporal closures or zoning measures in these areas. In addition, some areas around marinas 
with known spawning sites for razorback suckers would be closed during the spawning period between 
December | and May |, while other spawning areas would be protected by flat-wake zoning. It ts also 
believed that the proposed zoning of the sensitive inflow areas of the Virgin and Muddy Rivers will help 
protect fish and other sensitive species habitat. 


Public Commer? Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR2057 Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Comment: Ail watercraft impacts, not just personal watercraft, are harmful to aquatic wildlife because of 
the wakes they generate in shallow water spawning areas. 


Response: Comment noted. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) states that watercraft 
impacts to shallow water shoreline areas on the Lake Mead National Recreation Area would be mitigated 
via shoreline closures (as needed), primitive zoning restrictions, and semiprimitive flat-wake-only areas. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OLSO7A Individual 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue 1: Lack of Site-Specific Data to Evaluate Personal Watercraft Impacts on Wildlife 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement lacks site-specific information on personal 
watercraft impacts upon Lake Mead’s fish and wildlife. Wildlife studies indicate that personal watercraft 
disproportionately impact wildlife. such as birds and marine mammals. 


Response: The National Park Service determined that site-specific studies of personal watercraft impacts 
on wildlife were not necessary given the limited extent of native shoreline vegetation and tts limited value 
to wildlife. As stated in the “Natural and Cultural Resources” section of the “Affected Environment™ 
chapter.“ . . . the majority of the shoreline in the recreation area contains nonnative salt cedar ( Tamarix 
spp.). with relatively few areas supporting native vegetation. Fluctuating water levels along the shoreline 
make restoration of vegetation communities impossible in most situations.” Primitive and semuprimitive 
zoning would be imposed in those few shoreline areas that contain valuable wildlife habitat, such as the 
willow scrub inflow areas of the Virgin and Muddy Rivers where neotropical migratory songbirds 
potentially nest. The primitive and semiprimitive zonings would prohibit personal watercraft use. 
waterskiing. and wakeboarding and restrict other motorized uses by either imposing flat-wake speed 
restrictions or allowing only electric trolling motors. The park has identified sensitive vegetation and 
shoreline habitat deemed valuable for wildlife and has incorporated appropriate mitigation measures 
under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) to protect these areas. 


Regarding the commenter’s concern for personal watercraft impacts on marine mammals at Lake Mead 
National Recreational Area, Lakes Mead and Mohave are inland freshwater bodies, so marine mammals 
such as walruses and sea lions do not occur there. The “Natural and Cultural Resources” section of the 
“Affected Environment” chapter does note the presence of Arizona river otters in restored shoreline 
ripareaty areas, but the semiprimitive zoning of most of these areas would likely prevent impacts to the 
species (from collision, noise, and wake impacts). 


Regarding fisheries of Lake Mead National Recreation Area, the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) proposes to use temporal shoreline zonings to reduce and or prevent impacts to shallow 
spawning areas. 


Prblic Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONS9SR Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: There is little concrete data in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement to support continued 
use of any personal watercraft. including two-stroke or four-stroke models. 


Response: The impact of the elimination of personal watercraft was considered in alternative A. 
Elimination of personal watercraft is not being included under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) because it was determined in the analysis of the preferred alternative in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that personal watercraft use would not result in impairment to park 
resources and is consistent with the park's purpose and management objectives defined by the enabling 
legislation for Lake Mead National Recreation Area. What constitutes impairment is defined by resource 
in the “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. Extensive air quality and 
water quality analyses have also been included in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter of this 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The ait and water quality sections address the impacts of personal 
watercraft and all watercraft. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204B Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 
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Issue 2: State Water Quality Standards May Not Be Adequate for Assessing Personal Watercraft Impacts on 
Aquatic Wildlife 


A 


Comment: tven though the levels of pollutants in the lake are not im violation cf state water quality 
standards, an NAS report reveals that NPS reliance on state water quality standards may not be adequate 
to protect Lake Mead’s plants and wildlife. We urge the park manager to explain scientifically how ut can 
be concluded that the oil and gas mixture dumped by personal watercraft is not damaging park resources. 


Response: The water quality standards selected to evaluate personal watercraft and other watercraft 
impacts are presented in table 46 in the revised “Methodology” section of the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter. State and federal water quality standards, as well as other scientific Interature. 
were evaluated to identify these ecological and or human health toxicity benchmarks (references for these 
sources are listed as footnotes to the table). The most protective standards were selected for the water 
quality analysts as noted in the “Methodology™ section. The hydrocarbon pollutants from personal 
watercraft are expected to be well within ccotoxicological benchmark levels in both Lakes Mead and 
Mohave under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) because of the mixing and dilution that 
occurs in upper levels used by fish and wildlife. Therefore, it ts expected that terrestrial wildlife would not 
be affected by hydrocarbons via ingestion (drinking water and in aquatic prey). and aquatic wildlife and 
fish should not be affected via ingestion or absorption through mucous membranes. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
082040 Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Issue 3: Substantiate Impacts of PAH on Wildlife and Vegetation 


A 


Comment: What ts the state of knowledge regarding the effects of PAHs on aquatic wildlife and 
vegetation? 


Response: Results of studies conducted primarily to document physiological responses, including death, 
of aquatic organisms to PAH, are now being used by Environmental Protection Agency and state water 
quality agencies to set ccotoxicological benchmarks for measuring the effects of PAH on aquatic 
organisms. As documented in table $0 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, published 
benchmarks for the more common hydrocarbons found in personal watercraft fucl spillage and exhaust 
are (in micrograms per liter) include the following: 0.014 for benzo(a)pyrene: 62 for naphthalene: 34 for 
1-methyl napthalene: 130 for benzene: and $1,000 for MBTE (methyl tertiary butyl ether). As 
demonstrated in the water quality analysts in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, it is expected 
that none of these benchmarks would be reached or exceeded under any of the alternatives for cnther Lake 
Mead or Mohave. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR 2040) Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Issue 4: Personal Watercraft Pollutant Impact on Aquatic Plants and Fish 


A 


Comment: Personal watercraft have been shown to produce pollutants that cause significant damage to 
aquatic plants and fish. 


Response: Personal watercraft and other watercraft are more likely to damage aquatic plants through 
disturbances other than emission of pollutants. Damage to aquatic plants has been documented as a result 
of erosion from wakes, increased turbidity and sediment deposition, collision, or mechanical removal 
(Asplund 2001). In addition, impacts to aquatic vegetation may occur from water level fluctuations and 
erosion caused by natural wave action. As mentioned in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 


Impacts from Personal U atercraft Use 


“Impacts of Alternative C: The Preferred Alternative” (now the modified preferred alternative [alternative 
C] in this final document). sensitive grasses and submerged aquatic vegetation within the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area occur primarily in the inflow areas of the Colorado. Virgin, and Muddy Rivers. 
Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). the expanded semiprimitive zoning of the Muddy 
River inflow and the primitive zoning of the Virgin River inflow would protect the aquatic vegetation and 
sensitive habitat in these areas by allowing only non-personal watercraft at flat-wake speeds or electric 
trolling motors. 


It has been documented that fish species have been negatively affected by motorized watercraft emissions 
(Oris, et al 1998). Disturbance to spawning razorback suckers from the use of motorized watercraft has 
been observed (Marsh 2001). The proposed ban on carbureted two-stroke engines on all watercraft would 
improve water quality and reduce impacts to aquatic fish species from polluting emissions. However, the 
present monitoring of sensitive fish species, including the razorback sucker and bonytail chub, in Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area will continue. The National Park Service will continue to work with the 
Native Fish Work Group to determine the necessary protective actions such as possible closures for all 
watercraft during critical times during the life cycle of the species. A chemical pollutant monitoring 
program would also be instituted in order to protect water quality and aquatic species. If monitoring 
determines that water quality standards are being violated. specific areas at Lakes Mead and Mohave 
could require temporal or seasonal closure. 


The US. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion ts included in appendix F of this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The biological opinion concurs with the NPS determination that the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of the 
bonytail chub, razorback sucker, or other listed species, and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify 
designated critical habitat for either the bonytail chub or razorback sucker. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORS9S] Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue §: Personal Watercraft Generate Noise That ls More Annoying to Wildlife Than Noise Generated by 


Conventional Watercraft 
4 Comment: Personal watercraft have a high potential to create noise that ts perceived as more annoying to 


humans and wildlife than the sound generated by conventional watercraft. Also, waterfowl! respond 
“significantly more™ to personal watercraft noise than conventional watercraft noise. 


Response: \t is true that some studies have shown that noise from personal watercraft ts more intense and 
has increased effects on wildlife when compared to other motorized watercraft. A study by Burger (1997) 
found that personal watercraft made more noise than motorboats when compared in any speed category. 
Another explanation for increased response by waterfowl is the fact that personal watercraft can access 
the shoreline environments more readily compared to other watercraft types. 


The inflow areas of the Colorado, Virgin and Muddy Rivers contain the highest quality wildlife habitat 
within the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), 
the elimination of personal watercraft, waterskiing, and wakeboarding from the sensitive inflow locations 
on the Overton Arm. would benefit waterfowl! and other wildlife in these areas. Additionally, the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) reflects increased zoning measures in these areas which will further 
minimize the effects of personal watercraft and other motorized watercraft noise on waterfowl and other 
aquatic and shoreline wildlife. 
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See comments and responses in the “Soundscapes” section for more information on personal watercraft 


Noise IMpacts. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
USSYSH., OSSYSL Blucwater Network Organization 


B Comment: The noise from personal watercraft can affect terrestrial wildlife. such as bighorn sheep and 
coyotes. 


Response: Wis acknowledged that personal watercraft noise may temporarily affect wildlife such as 
coyotes and bighorn sheep that visit the shoreline primarily for water. Wildlife, in general, move away 
from disturbance such as approaching motorized vessels. However, the National Park Service has 
observed unpredictable responses from bighorn sheep near the shoreline. At times, they will move away 
when a vessel ts approaching and return when it moves away. Other times they will ignore the 
approaching vessel and not move. This indicates that any effects personal watercraft and other motorized 
watercraft have on bighorn sheep is minimal. Coyotes are very transient animals that have a high 
tolerance for human activity. Effects of personal watercraft or other motorized watercraft on coyotes ts 
also expected to be minimal. This information ts included in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter 
in the “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” and “Threatened and Endangered Species” sections in cach of the 
alternative impact sections. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
05249B Indiv dual 


Issue 6: New Technology Engines Still Impact Wildlife 


4 Comment: The newer engine technology ts unlikely to improve the craft's horrific safety record or reduce 
its impact on wildlife. 


Response: The safety record of personal watercraft at Lake Mead can be improved by measures such as 
boater safety education. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes a requirement of 
boater safety training for all vessel operators born after 1983. States such as California report operator 
inexperience as the leading cause of personal watercrafi-related accidents (NTSB 1998). Boater education 
programs that incorporate personal watercraft-specific instruction have been shown to reduce personal 
watercraft accidents in Connecticut and Michigan (NTSB 1998). 


The newer engine technology and the proposed zoning under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) would reduce impacts to wildlife from factors such as notse. Phasing in of the new 
technology would reduce impacts to aquatic and shoreline species by greatly reducing the discharge of 
fuel components such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and acenaphthene into the water as stated in the 
“Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O2105B Individual 


Cumulative Impacts 
Issue 1: Fluctuating W ater Levels May Impact Fisheries 


4 Comment: Spawning fish have no idea where to go because of fluctuating water levels. and personal 
watercraft make the problem worse by disrupting shoreline vegetative cover. 


Response: NPS staff will work with the Nevada Division of Wildlife. Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to identify shoreline areas requiring protective measures, 
should the need for restrictive zonings arise. As stated under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C). the National Park Service will continue to monitor boating use during spawning periods at 
spawning sites, and if necessary, will implement temporal closures or zoning measures in these areas. In 
addition, some areas around marinas with known spawning sites for razorback suckers would be closed 
during the spawning period between December | and May |. while others would be protected by flat- 
wake zoning. It ts also believed that the proposed zoning of the sensitive inflow areas of the Virgin and 
Muddy Rivers will help protect fish habitat. In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological 
Opinion, included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in appendix F, has concurred with the 
NPS determination that the preferred alternative (now the modified preferred alternative [alternative C]) 
would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species. including razorback sucker or 
bonytail chub and ts not likely to adversely affect designated critical habitat for the species. 


Administration of water levels at Lakes Mead and Mohave ts the responsibility of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Between 1992 to 2002 Lake Mead has operated between water surface elevations |.173.39 
and 1,215.89 feet above mean sea level. Lake Mead may increase or decrease its operating levels due to 
the adoption of the Colorado River Interim Surplus Criteria by the Bureau of Reclamation and the above 
or below normal snowpack conditions. The Surplus Criteria will determine the surplus water conditions in 
the lower Colorado River Basin for the time period 2002 through 2016. The impacts on resources from 
this action have been addressed in the Colorado River Interim Surplus Criteria Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, December 2000, prepared by Bureau Reclamation (BOR 2000). A summary of the 
impacts as they relate to the park operation of Lake Mead National Recreation Arca its found in appendix 
C of this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
014414, OR2IOR A Individual 


Issue 2: Lack of Enforcement May Impact Fisheries 
4 Comment: Our fisheries resources are being destroyed by a lack of fishing regulation enforcement. 


Response: Lakes Mead and Mohave are considered by many anglers to be excellent fishing locations and 
are among the top fishing waters in the states of Nevada and Arizona. The fisheries resources are not 
being destroyed by a lack of fishing regulation enforcement. Fishing regulations are diligently enforced 
by the Nevada Division of Wildlife, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the National Park Service. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OL441A Indiv dual 


Issue 3: Invasion of New Aquatic Exotics from Lake Use 


4 Comment: Has Lake Mead experienced increased numbers of aquatic exotics, such as Zebra mussel or 
snails’ 


Warmer woWaomnt Hal 


Response’ Lake Mead has not expenenced increased numbers of aquatic exotics. The National Park 
Service plans to imitiate a monitoring program for fishing tournamer’ which would include inspecting 


boats and trailers for exotic specics. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation. 
(9049B Indiy sdual 


THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 


Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: National Park Service May Be in Violation of Endangered Species Act by Allowing Personal 
Watercraft l se l ander the Preferred Alternative 


A 


Comment: By allowing continued use of personal watercraft on most of the lake under the preferred 
alternative, National Park Service may be mn violation of section 9 of the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Section 9 prohibits unauthorized take of listed species. Listed species are probably being taken by 
personal watercraft via life-cycle disturbance and harassment. 


Response” The US. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion is included in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement i appendix §. The biological opimon has concurred with the NPS determination that 
the preferred alternative (now the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in this final document) ts 
not likely to ycopardize the continued existence of the Southwestern willow flycatcher, bonytail chub. 
razorback sucker, or desert tortoise, and ts not likely to destroy or adversely modify designated critical 
habitat for bonytail, razorback. or tortoise. In addition. the US. Fish and Wildlife Service agreed with the 
determination of no effect on the bald cagle and Yuma clapper rail. The mitigation adopted under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) includes measures to protect spawning and nesting areas. 


Public Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 
UX2I04N. ONSYIS S (Bluewater Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Network) Parks Conservation Association 


Comment: Even though the formal Biological Opinion resulting from the section 7 consultation has not 
yet been issued by US. Fish and Wildlife Service. National Park Service seems to be of the opimion that 
personal watercraft use does not result in a take of listed species, including the razorback sucker, 
humpback chub, and bald cagle. This NPS position runs counter to the 10-year study that was actually 
ented on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a study in which biologists found that personal 
watercraft use resulted in “significant disturbance” to aquatic species. 


Response This Final Environmental Impact Statement clarifies information contained in the draft 
document to show that there was not a 10-year study on recreation impacts. In fact, the information 
related to disturbance impacts to endangered fish was based on the personal observations of a fisheries 
biologist conducting fish research on Lake Mohave. Background information on sensitive species can be 
found in the “Affected Environment” chapter. The US. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion 
(included on appendix F) concurs with the NPS determination that the preferred alternative (now the 
modified preferred alternative [alternative C]) is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 
Southwestern willow flycatcher, bonytail chub, razorback sucker, or desert tortoise, and ts not likely to 
destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat for bonytail, razorback, or tortoise. In addition, the 
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service agreed with the determ'naiion of no effect on the bald cagle and Yuma 
clapper rail. The mitigation proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) includes 
measures to protect spawning and nesting areas. In addition, species in the most sensitive aquatic arcas 
(the inflow areas of the Virgin and Muddy Rivers) would be protected by semuprimitive and primitive 
soning. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) . most known spawning areas of razorback 
suckers on Lakes Mead and Mohave would either be closed to all watercraft use during the spawning 
season, or the park would be prepared to close them based on a recommendation from the Native Fish 
Work Group. Only the mooring area of Echo Bay and the Las Vegas Bay area would receive special 
exemptions during the razorback sucker spawning season. The Echo Bay mooring area would remain 
open during the sucker spawning season, but 1 would be clearly marked from adjoming spawning areas 
via buoys and signage. and the marina will initiate a public awareness campaign. The Las Vegas Bay area 
would remain open to motorized vessels during the spawning season, however, t would continue to be 
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designated as a flat-wake zone. These restrictions and closures should prevent impacts to razorback sucker 
shallow spawning areas during the species’ breeding season. 


Much less is known about bonytail chub breeding within the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. While 
the species has been known to historically spawn in lower Lake Mohave, there is no recent evidence to 
support this. Annual surveys will continue in an attempt to locate the species and its spawning areas. As 
described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), should bonytai!l chub spawning areas be 
found, seasonal closures would be implemented or wake restrictions would be considered. 


The Southwestern willow flycatcher has been found nesting within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
Annual monitoring would occur in an attempt to locate nesting pairs in suitable habitat within Lakes 
Mead and Mohave. Should nesting sites be found during these surveys, then the areas will be closed to 
restrict all recreational use. Closures would occur via appropriate signage and barriers from the shoreline 
side, and use of buoys and markers from the lake edge side. 


By implementing the above mitigation measures as part of the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), personal watercraft and other watercraft impacts on shallow water spawning areas for 
sensitive fish species and on Southwestern willow flycatcher nesting habitat can be reduced or prevented. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08204, 08595 S (Bluewater Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Network) Parks Conservation Association 


Issue 2: Concur that Recreational Use Is Not Impacting Sensitive and Protected Fish Species 


A 


Comment: The state of Nevada concurs with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement assessment in 
that recreational use at Lake Mead has not shown to be an impact to sensitive and protected fish species. 
The proposed strategy of future restrictive zoning, should the need arise to prevent impacts to these 
species, is appropriate. The state of Nevada is not aware of any areas where such zoning is currently 
needed. 


Response: Background information regarding sensitive and protected fish species can be found in the 
“Affected Environment” chapter. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), most known 
spawning areas of razorback suckers on Lakes Mead and Mohave would either be closed to all watercraft 
use during the spawning season, or the park would be prepared to close the areas based on a 
recommendation from the Native Fish Work Group. Only the mooring area of Echo Bay and the Las 
Vegas Bay area would receive special exemptions during the razorback sucker spawning season. The 
Echo Bay mooring area would remain open during the sucker spawning season, but it would be clearly 
marked from adjoining spawning areas via buoys and signage, and the marina would initiate a public 
awareness campaign. The Las Vegas Bay Marina has been relocated to Horsepower Cove, away from 
razorback spawning areas, due to infringement of the delta and low water levels. This relocation, 
combined with the above restrictions and closures, should prevent impacts to razorback sucker shallow 
spawning areas during the species breeding season. 


Much less is known about bonytail chub breeding within the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. While 
the species has been known to historically spawn in lower Lake Mohave, there is no recent evidence to 
support this. Annual surveys will continue in an attempt to locate the species and its spawning areas. As 
described under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), should bonytail chub spawning areas be 
found, seasonal closures would be implemented or wake restrictions would be considered. 
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As stated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service will continue to work 
with the Native Fish Work Group, including the state of Nevada, to determine if additional future zoning 
of spawning areas is necessary. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8205Z Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
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Issue 1: Leopard Frog Populations May Be Impacted from Shoreline Visitors in Black Canyon 


A 


Comment: Suggest monitoring the hot springs in Black Canyon that are inhabited by leopard frogs and 
used by nonmotorized use visitors. Monitoring should be used to assess visitor impacts, with the 
understanding that special zoning could be applied in the future to limit impacts. 


Response: The National Park Service is currently working with the University of Nevada (Las Vegas and 
Reno), the Nevada Division of Wildlife, State of Arizona, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency to inventory and monitor the relict leopard frog. The Rana Onca Work 
Group (comprised of local, state, and federal land management and wildlife agencies from Nevada, 
Arizona, and Utah) is also working on joint monitoring programs and a conservation strategy to protect 
the relict leopard frog. Conservation measures that are ongoing include reintroducing frogs into suitable 
habitat and working with area agencies to improve springs to conditions that support the relict leopard 
frogs. including nonnative plant removal. 


Known habitat along Black Canyon would not be designated as camping sites. As discussed under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C), if future monitoring shows an expansion of the relict 
leopard frogs into additional springs within the Black Canyon, those areas would be protected through 
temporal closures to camping and other protection measures as necessary and appropriate. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS20SA Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Issue 2: Ensure Enforcement of Protection Measures for Endangered Species 


A 


Comment: \t is critical that we ensure adequate funding for proactive protection of endangered species. 


Response: The park is able to fund projects to protect threatened and endangered species through multiple 
sources, including the Clark County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (Clark County 2002a) as 
described in the “Other Plans, Policies, and Actions Considered” section in the “Purpose of and Need for 
the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204B Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Issue 3: Potential Impacts to Desert Tortoise Have Not Been Addressed 


Comment: The new road to be constructed between Government Wash and Box Car Cove should be 
evaluated for its impact on desert tortoise and its habitat. 


Response: Mitigation, based on past consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, including the 
Lakeshore and Northshore Road projects, is required for all projects within desert tortoise habitat at Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area. This mitigation includes tortoise education requirements and measures to 
minimize adverse effects to the desert tortoise including habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation; 
direct mortality from construction activities; and raven predation on tortoises. 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement considers the effects on desert tortoises on a programmatic 
level. In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) proposes that project-specific 
environmental analysis would occur prior to any construction activity, including further analysis of desert 
tortoise impacts and avoidance mitigation. 
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion is included in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement in appendix F. The biological opinion has concurred with the NPS determination that the 
preferred alternative (now the modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in this final document) is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, including desert tortoise, nor is not likely to 
destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat for bonytail, razorback, or tortoise. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8206L Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 
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Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Use May Impact Bald Eagles and Other Bird Species 


A 


Comment: How can National Park Service conclude that the operation of personal watercraft in Lake 
Mead will have no impact on nearby bald eagles? This question is asked particularly in light of its own 
(National Park Service) study completed for the North Cascades National Park, where personal watercraft 
noise in steep canyon formations was found to attenuate and echo. 


Response: Bald eagles occur in the park during the winter, when personal watercraft and other watercraft 
occur in relatively low numbers. In winter months, bald eagles roost and feed in the park, and these 
activities are not as susceptible to disruption by personal watercraft in close proximity. The species ts 
most sensitive to watercraft intrusions during the breeding period, when personal watercraft noise could 
lead to unsuccessful foraging forays and declining health of young birds, as well as in total nest 
abandonment during critical pre-fledging periods. Because bald eagles do not breed within the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, impacts on the species during the winter, when watercraft use ts at its lowest, 
are considered minor to negligible. 


In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion included in appendix F, has concurred 
with the NPS determination that the preferred alternative (now the modified preferred alternative 
[alternative C] in this final document) would have no effect on bald eagles. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204M Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Issue 2: Personal Watercraft Use May Impact Sensitive Species in Aquatic Environments, Particularly in 
Shallow Spawning Areas 


A 


Comment: Spawning and nesting areas for sensitive species should be identified, well marked, and 
provide greater protection. 


Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), most known spawning areas of 
razorback suckers on Lakes Mead and Mohave would either be closed to all watercraft use during the 
spawning season, or the park would be prepared to close them based on a recommendation from the 
Native Fish Work Group. Only the mooring area of Echo Bay and the Las Vegas Bay area would receive 
special exemptions during the razorback sucker spawning season. The Echo Bay mooring area would 
remain open during the sucker spawning season, but it would be clearly marked from adjoining spawning 
areas via buoys and signage, and the marina would initiate a public awareness campaign. The Las Vegas 
Bay area would remain open to motorized vessels during the spawning season; however, it would 
continue to be designated as a flat-wake zone. These restrictions and closures should prevent impacts to 
razorback sucker shallow spawning areas during the species’ breeding season. 


While bonytail chub has been known to historically spawn in lower Lake Mohave, there is no recent 
evidence to support this. Annual surveys would continue in an attempt to locate the species and its 
spawning areas. Should bonytail chub spawning areas be found, seasonal closures would be implemented 
or wake restrictions will be considered. 


The Southwestern willow flycatcher has been found nesting within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
Annual monitoring will occur in an attempt to locate nesting pairs in suitable habitat within Lakes Mead 
and Mohave. Should nesting sites be found during these surveys, then the areas would be closed to restrict 
all recreational use. Closures would occur via appropriate signage and barriers from the shoreline side, 
and use of buoys and markers from the lake edge side. 
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By implementing the above mitigation measures as part of the modified preferred alternative, personal 
watercraft and other watercraft impacts on shallow water spawning areas for sensitive fish species and on 
Southwestern willow flycatcher nesting habitat can be reduced or prevented. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O08204B Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement offers conflicting conclusions regarding listed fish 
species impacts from personal watercraft. Please clarify and explain how these species are not affected, 
when even the Draft Environmental Impact Statement identifies a study (p. 173) completed by biologists 
clearly showing that endangered fish are affected. 


Response: \t is true that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement referenced a 10-year study where 
biologists studied the impacts of motorized vessels “in and around” the razorback sucker spawning areas 
on Lake Mohave. This Final Environmental Impact Statement clarifies information contained in the draft 
document to show that there was not a 10-year study on recreation impacts. In fact, the information 
related to disturbance impacts to endangered fish was based on the personal observations of a fisheries 
biologist conducting fish research on Lake Mohave. Under the modified preferred alternative 

(alternative C), most known spawning areas of razorback suckers on Lakes Mead and Mohave would 
either be closed to all watercraft use during the spawning season or the park would be prepared to close 
the areas based on a recommendation from the Native Fish Work Group. Only the mooring area of Echo 
Bay and the Las Vegas Bay area would receive special exemptions during the razorback sucker spawning 
season. The Echo Bay mooring area would remain open during the sucker spawning season, but it would 
be clearly marked from adjoining spawning areas via buoys and signage, and the marina would initiate a 
public awareness campaign. The Las Vegas Bay area would remain open to motorized vessels during the 
spawning season; however, it would continue to be designated as a flat-wake zone. These restrictions and 
closures should prevent impacts to razorback sucker shallow spawning areas during the species breeding 
season. 


While bonytail chub has been known to historically spawn in lower Lake Mohave, no recent evidence 
supports this. Annual surveys will continue in an attempt to locate the species and its spawning areas. 
Should bonytail chub spawning areas be found, seasonal closures would be implemented or wake 
restrictions would be considered. 


By implementing the above mitigation measures as part of the modified preferred alternative, personal 
watercraft and other watercraft impacts on shallow water spawning areas for sensitive fish species can be 
reduced or prevented. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8204K., O8204L Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 
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Issue 1: Recommendations for Protection of Sensitive Bird Species 


A 


Comment: Balance protection of Virgin River bird habitat, especially the Southwestern willow flycatcher 
habitat, and protection of endangered fish is needed. Reduce fishing impacts on bird habitat by 
considering no wake zones, fishing-only zones with a restriction on boat length (22 feet maximum). four- 
stroke motor-only zones, and electric trolling motor-only zones in certain areas. 


Response: The sensitive inflow area of the Virgin River would be zoned for primitive use only. Only 
nonmotorized use and boats with electric trolling motors would be permitted in this area. In addition, a 
monitoring program would be implemented to determine if Southwestern willow flycatchers are nesting 
in the inflow area. If nest sites are found, or if breeding activity is observed, these particular sites would 
be closed to all recreational use on a temporal basis to protect the birds. 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion is included in appendix F. The biological opinion 
has concurred with the National Park Service determination that the preferred alternative (now the 
modified preferred alternative [alternative C] in this final document) is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Southwestern willow flycatcher, bonytail chub, razorback sucker, or desert 
tortoise, nor is not likely to destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat for bonytail, razorback. 
or tortoise. The mitigation adopted under the modified preferred alternative includes measures to protect 
spawning and nesting areas. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OQ225SE Individual 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: Lack of Site-Specific Noise Data and Characterization of Soundscapes Throughout Lake Mead has 
Resulted in an Incomplete Assessment of Personal Watercraft Impacts 


A 


Comment: The analysis on personal watercraft noise impacts at Lake Mead was based on a study 
conducted at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. The parks’ differing geology will likely result in 
distinct personal watercraft acoustic patterns. Therefore, making assumptions about personal watercraft 
noise patterns at Lake Mead based on data collected at Lake Powell is highly questionable. 


Response: There is no definitive literature describing scientific measurements of personal watercraft 
noise. To address this lack of scientific data, the National Park Service contracted noise measurements of 
motorized vessels, including personal watercraft, at Glen Canyon in 2001. The noise source data from this 
study was used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Lake Management Plan soundscape 
analysis because the results were not dependent upon or influenced by park geology or other 
environmental factors. At Glen Canyon, sound measurements were made of a number of boats and 
personal watercraft as they passed by a microphone mounted above the front of an instrumented boat. As 
stated in the technical report (Draft Technical Report on Noise: Personal Watercraft and Boating 
Activities at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area [HMMH 2002]), controlled pass-by measurements of 
three personal watercraft and one motorboat were conducted at several different speeds. Many other boats 
and personal watercraft were also measured as they went about their normal activities in the vicinity of the 
measurement sites. In all cases, a radar gun was used to determine speed and a laser range finder was used 
for distance. After normalizing measurements to a common distance, maximum sound levels were 
computed both for 15 and 25 meters (49 feet and 82 feet, respectively), the distance at which NPS 
watercraft noise emission regulations apply. There was no quantitative analysis of noise patterns in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (or this final document), and this type of analysis is not necessary 
for soundscape evaluation of this Lake Management Plan. 


Personal watercraft and boat noise measurements derived from the Glen Canyon study were applied to the 
projected numbers of personal watercraft and other boats at Lake Mead, based on estimated boating 
capacities for each alternative, and the likely location and behavior of these vessels as based on the zoning 
for each alternative. Conclusions were then drawn regarding the intensity of watercraft noise levels 
compared to total notse levels in the high-use and developed areas and in the more remote, less-developed 
areas of the park. Conclusions were also drawn about the soundscape impact of the personal watercraft 
use. These conclusions are described in the “Soundscape” section of the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8S9SP, OR207 D Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: Specific soundscapes of Lake Mead National Recreation Area have not been studied or 
geographically characterized. either overall or as to critical subunits of the National Recreation Area. The 
National Park Service needs to perform full, quality acoustic data collection throughout the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, sufficient for National Park Service to assess the impacts of current and 
proposed jet ski and other watercraft usage on the natural soundscapes. The noise indicators and standards 
found in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are qualitative only: they remain quantifiably vague 
and therefore, subject to arbitrary interpretation and application. In the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, these need to be quantifiably established. 


Response: The soundscape at Lake Mead ranges from active urban in the developed areas and high-use 
zones to quiet rural in the outlying areas of the lake where use levels are considerably lower. As noted in 
the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, at peak times the sounds of boats can be continuous in the 
urban park and urban natural zones. 
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The impact indicators, criteria, and methodology (presented under “Soundscapes” in the “Methodology 
section) address the noise environment in the “more developed areas.” including the rural natural, urban 
natural, and urban park zones. and in the “less developed areas.” including the semiprimitive zones. The 
soundscape assessment is possible using the methodology presented because the differences between 
alternatives are a result of different zoning schemes or engine phasing actions that occur on a relatively 
large scale and, at a planning level, are evaluated using a qualitative methodology. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08207B, 08207 F Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 2: [Incorporate Additional References into Soundscape Analysis 


A 


Comment: The National Park Service appears to ignore other relevant personal watercraft noise studies, 
including Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of PWC in America, a study conducted by the Noise Pollution 
Clearinghouse. This study found that personal watercraft would impose an estimated $900 million in 
noise annoyance costs on beach goers. The report documents that minimum distance rules are only 
modestly effective, while supposedly quieter new models won't put much of a dent in the noise burden, 
and the only way to slash these costs is to ban the craft from as many waters as possible. 


Response: One of the initial tasks of the Glen Canyon study that is discussed in this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and in previous responses was a literature search. Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of Jet 
Skis in America was one of the many studies reviewed. The reference to that study (Komanoff and Shaw 
2000) has been added to this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8S9SP, ORSOSF Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: Nowhere in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement can one find reference to a recent key 
report Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of Jet Skis in America, a study conducted by the Noise Pollution 
Clearinghouse. The Final Environmental Impact Statement should specifically apply the key finding of 
the report. The report finds that the most effective way to reduce noise annoyance and lost enjoyment are 
(1) Concentrate personal watercraft use in a few designated areas; (2) Restrict operation to at least three 
quarters of a mile from beaches; and (3) Require all new machines to 5 decibels quieter. Together these 
strategies would reduce the disamenity [sic] costs of lost enjoyment by 85%. 


Response: Reference to the “Drowning in Noise” report (Komanoff and Shaw 2000) has been added to 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement. The alternatives presented in this Environmental Impact 
Statement address the prohibition or limitation of motorized watercraft use in areas that may be 
considered noise sensitive, and the elimination of carbureted two-stroke engines. The modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) proposes a 200-foot flat-wake area around beaches frequented by bathers, boats 
at the shoreline, and near people in the water and at the water's edge. Restricting motorized vessel use to 
at least 0.75 mile from beaches would not be consistent with the park goals for providing the recreational 
opportunities identified in table | of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08207G, 08207 J Sierra Club Organization 


Comment: An exemplary data set for Zion National Park has just become available in the new draft 
“Wyle report.” The Soundscapes in Zion National Park. This report shows a method that can be replicated 
to measure the soundscapes in other parks. Renewed jet ski usage of Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
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Regulations, Methodologies. and Assumptions 


should be permitted only after a similar in-depth soundscape study has been completed. specifically, on 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Response: The National Park Service has been conducting an extensive study of the soundscape in Zion 
National Park using methods that could be adapted for use in other parks. NPS Director's Order 47 
requires a separate soundscape management plan in cases where the urgency or complexity of a noise 
issue is such that soundscape preservation and noise management cannot be addressed in general 
management plans or other park implementation plans. 


The Lake Mead management plan soundscape analysis used methods and currently available data, as 
described in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. The data included watercraft sound level 
measurements recently obtained in another NPS-commissioned study at Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area as described in response to Issue | A under the “Soundscapes” section, Regulations, Methodologies, 
and Assumptions. These measurements were combined with projected numbers of boats and personal 
watercraft and the likely location and behavior of these watercraft (based on the proposed boats at any one 
time and recreational opportunity zoning scheme) to determine total noise levels in both developed. 
heavy-use zones, as well as more primitive zones. 


At Lake Mead, park management is evaluating the need for a long-term sound management plan that 
would address a number of issues, including air tour operations. If, in the future, a sound management 


plan were developed, a study using methods similar to those used at Zion National Park would be 
considered. It is noted that the Zion study is still in the draft state. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08207C, 08207 J Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 3: Prepare a Soundscape Management Plan for Lake Mead 


A 


Comment: The National Park Service should complete a “soundscape management plan” for the park (as 
per Director's Order 47), as well as the NPS Reference Manual 47. The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, at minimum, should detail the status of the soundscape management planning for the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area. 


Response: As noted in response to Issue 2 C, the “Soundscapes” section, Regulations, Methodologies, 
and Assumptions, park management ts in initial discussions concerning the development of a long-term 
sound management plan. This information has been added to the “Soundscapes” section in the “Affected 
Environment” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX207H Sierra Club Organization 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft Use 
Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Noise Impacts May Violate Management Policies 


A 


Comment: The noise created by personal watercraft is uniquely disturbing, as described in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. The noise generated from personal watercraft contradicts the NPS 
Management Policies that protect visitors’ peaceful and tranquil experience from being “[u}nreasonably 
interfere(d) with.” 


Response’ NPS Management Policies for soundscapes, as stated in Management Policies (NPS 200\c) 
(section 4.9), require superintendents to “identify what levels of human-caused sound can be accepted 
within the management purposes of parks. The . . . sound considered acceptable will vary throughout the 
park. being generally greater in developed areas and generally lesser in undeveloped areas . . . The service 
will take action to prevent or minimize all noise that . . . exceeds levels that have been identified as being 
acceptable to, or appropriate for, visitor uses at the sites being monitored.” Management Policies for 
Visitor Use (section 8.2) indicate that unless mandated by statute, the National Park Service will not allow 
Visitors to conduct activities that would unreasonably interfere with the atmosphere of peace and 
tranquility, or the natural soundscape maintained in wildermess and natural, historic, or commemorative 
locations within the park. 


As written in the enabling legislation, the management purpose of Lake Mead ts to provide public 
recreation, benefit, and use in a manner that will preserve, develop, and enhance, so far as practicable, the 
recreation potential and preserve the scenic, historic, scientific, and important features of the area. 
Recreational uses specifically listed in the act include bathing, boating, camping, and picnicking. Various 
levels of sound are associated with some of those uses, such as boating and personal watercraft, and are 
consistent with the park's purpose as defined by the legislation. 


To provide a “peaceful and tranquil” experience in some locations, personal watercraft use would be 
prohibited within the primitive and semiprimitive recreational opportunity zones. These zones also place 
restrictions on wake and speed and identify acceptable motor types, such as electric trolling motors in 
primitive zones. These prohibitions or restrictions in alternative B and the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) would provide for a peaceful and tranquil visitor experience. In areas such as Black 
Canyon, where a diverse range of visitors use a variety of nonmotorized and motorized watercraft, the 
National Park Service would temporally zone this unique area to accommodate all users and provide 
experiences that range from tranquil to more rural and mechanized. All alternatives include plans and 
policies for enforcement of noise regulations. These elements of this Environmental Impact Statement are 
consistent with NPS Management Policies for soundscapes. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR204Q Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


issue 2: Set Temporal Limits on Personal Watercraft to Protect Soundscape 


A 


Comment: Temporal, not just spatial limits for personal watercraft should be set. For example, morning 
and sunset evening curfews, analogous to those currently imposed on air tours over the Grand Canyon, 
should be specified for a substantial portion of the park's water acreage. This would afford a genuine 
sense of choice and “respite” for all park users. It would also reflect a Park Service quality standard that 
respects the enhanced, particular “power of place” that one obtains at dawn and sunrise, sunset and 
twilight. 


Response: Temporal limits, other than those proposed in the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) 
for the use of motorized vessels in the Black Canyon area, were not incorporated into the zones applied to 
Lake Mead. It is noted that operation of vessels on the lakes at night ts not allowed if the vessels are not 
equipped with proper lighting in accordance with U.S. Coast Guard regulations. Personal watercraft are 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft l se 


not normally fitted with running lights: and because they typically operate at higher speeds than other 
watercraft, operation at night is not normally conducted or observed. If, in the future, personal watercraft 
or any watercraft with lights operate at night and that operation produces noise that adversely affects the 
soundscape and impairs park use, the park would evaluate the new impacts and, if warranted, impose 
ditional limits on nie! 

Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 

082071 Sierra Club Organization 
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Impact from Other Vessels 
Issue 1: 4 Flat-Wake Zone Is Not an Adequate Noise Abatement Measure 


A 


Comment: The idea of a wakeless zone would not be adequate as some engines are as noisy at a lower 
speed as they are at a higher speed. 


Response: Although some engines are noisy at low speed, noise level testing of typical personal 
watercraft and motorboats shows increasing noise with increasing speed. More importantly. the higher 
speed “playing” maneuvers of personal watercraft and smaller motorboats that cause higher notse levels 
would occur outside of the semiprimitive and primitive zones where flat-wake speeds must be maintained. 
The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) would increase the width of the proposed flat-wake 
zone from 100 to 200 feet around beaches frequented by bathers, boats at the shoreline, and near people in 
the water and at the water's edge. This increase of 100 feet would be anticipated to reduce noise to 
persons on the other side of the zone from 6 to 4 decibels, compared with the 100-foot zone. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO138C, OOL38 A Indi sdual 


Issue 2: Personal Watercraft Are Quieter Than Other Marine Watercraft 


A 


Comment: Personal watercraft manufactured after 1997 are consistently the quictest of all motorized 
recreational marine crafts. The greatest sound levels come from monohulled crafts of 25 feet and larger. 


Response: Noise level testing of personal watercraft, outboards, and inboards was conducted in the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area in August 2001. One of the conclusions from the measurements was 
that except for the boats with large V-8 engines, which were louder, no significant differences were found 
in the sound levels produced by personal watercraft and the other boats in the study. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSOR6 Individual 


Issue 3: Proposed Noise Limitations 


A 


Comment: \f the National Park Service truly wishes to reduce sound levels ai the national parks, it must 
enforce with respect to “all” marine craft, not just personal watercraft. The 75-decibel level recently 
adopted, without a distance or “shoreline” testing protocol, is meaningless. The following limits are 
recommended: 


1. Absolutely prohibit the launching or use of “any” craft whose exhaust exit is above the waterline 
in an engine-off floating status. 


ty 


Issue “no bail” citations to any craft that exceeds 100 decibels within 200 feet or more. This ts 
such a flagrant excess of sound, and ts virtually undefendable in court. 


Response: The Nevada 75-decibel limit must be measured in accordance with Society of Automotive 
Engineers (SAE) standard SAE J1970. Shoreline Sound Level Measurement Procedure. The shoreline 
criterion was not identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This omission has been rectified 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement under the “Soundscapes” section of the “Affected 
Environment” chapter and the “Soundscapes” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter for 
each of the four alternatives. 
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Any motorized vessel with a notse level that exceeds 100 decibels at 200 feet would be in violation of the 
NPS rules that prohibit operation greater than 82 decibels at 82 feet. and the Nevada and Anzona rules 
that prohibit operation at greater than 86 decibels at 50 feet or more. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OROR6C Indi sdual 


Issue 4: Questions Means of Enforcement of Noise Regulations 


4 


Comment: Will you be enforcing the norse level on the big multuengine boats as described im the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement? How about boom boxes on the beaches and on boats’ Who will enforce 
the noise regulations’ Under alternative A and C. National Park Service would enforce the regulation. At 
the presentation in Boulder City, the National Park Service stated that Nevada Division of Wildlife would 
enforce it, not the National Park Service. 


Response: The state of Nevada boating noise regulations that prohibit noise greater than 75 decibels, 
when measured at the shoreline. independent of speed or distance, will be enforced for all motorized 
vessels. The National Park Service at Lake Mead National Recreation Area enforces norse im accordance 
with 36 CFR 2.12. Unreasonable noise that ts contraditory to the designated use im an area ts prohibited. 
Regulations prohibit notse greater than 60 decibels at 50 feet. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORORIE. 02215 M Indi sdual 
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Issue 1: Soundscape Cumulative Impact Analysis is Inadequate 


A 


Comment: The cumulative impacts analysis of noise, required under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969. is grossly insufficient. According to the May 2002 decision for the U.S. Court of Appeals, 
DC Circuit Case No. 01-1154, Grand Canyon Trust v Federal Aviation Administration, the tollowing 
elements must be covered: (1) The area in which the noise effects of the proposed project will be felt: 

(2) The noise impacts that are expected in that area for the proposed project; (3) Other actions, past, 
present, and proposed, and reasonably foreseeable, that have had or are expected to have noise impacts in 
the same area: (4) The noise impacts or expected noise impacts from these and other actions: and (5) The 
overall noise impacts that can be expedited if the individual noise impacts are allowed to accumulate. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not quantify the noise impacts, much less quantify 
cumulative impacts, of noise in the park as a result of various human-made noise sources. 


Response: Cumulative impacts were assessed by considering the combined impact of the proposed 
alternatives and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The park has followed the 
guidance of the Council on Environmental Quality for cumulative impact assessment. 


The direct and indirect analysis of soundscape impacts considers the noise of all motorized watercraft that 
operate within the park. As described in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, most ot 
the past. present, and foreseeable future actions occur outside the park. The location of these actions, with 
the exception of aircraft overflights, provides a distance buffer that results in the notse of these actions not 
being cumulative with the noise of watercraft at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS 207E Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 2: Cumulative Impacts from Other Sources 


A 


Comment: It the sound is so detrimental to the Las Vegas Boat Harbor, why is the Henderson police, 
Nevada Division of Wildlife, and National Park Service allowed to use the settling pond above us for 
target practice? Some days, the noise from there sounds like all out warfare. 


Response: This issue is beyond the scope of this Lake Management Plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O71SIH Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 
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Impacts from Visitor Access and Other Watercraft 


Issue 1: Impacts from Motor Access 


A 


Comment: Are boaters currently affecting historic properties on the shores of Lakes Mead and Mohave? 
The documents assert that National Park Service monitors sites on a regular basis but do not cite the 
results of this monitoring. If monitoring were to demonstrate that sites along the shores of these lakes 
were being vandalized or looted, the State Historic Preservation Office would like to know how increased 
numbers of boaters might impact sites. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area’s Protection Division Rangers monitor boater activity 
along the shoreline of the Lakes Mead and Mohave in the vicinity of archeological sites. Prior to this year 
there was no standard operating procedure for reporting the monitoring activity and information about the 
damage caused to cultural resources by boater activity was anecdotal. Because of this, the Protection 
Division has worked closely with resources management to develop a standard operating procedure for 
reporting the results of archeological site monitoring. Under the new procedure, the Cultural Resources 
Office has not received any reports to date of sites being vandalized by boaters. 


Two recent projects have inventoried extensive areas of shoreline. The Hualapai Bay survey (Huber 1999) 
inventoried over 5 miles of shoreline on the Arizona side of Lake Mead and recorded six sites along the 
shoreline. Huber indicated that boaters had left trash and fire rings at some of the sites but did not indicate 
that the sites were adversely affected by the boaters. In 1999 and 2000, the Western Archeological and 
Conservation Center inventoried over 4 miles of shoreline in the Overton Beach area of Lake Mead 
(report in preparation), and did not locate any sites along the shoreline. Based on these projects it appears 
that there are only a small number of sites along the shoreline and that the boaters are not adversely 
affecting the sites. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03666A State of Nevada, Public Agency 
Historical Preservation Office 


Comment: Two properties of religious and cultural significance are located in Black Canyon. To be 
treated as semiprimitive or rural natural setting under the preferred alternative, some motorized boating 
will still occur in Black Canyon. What was the result of consultation with the tribes ascribing value to 
these two sites? As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement tribal consultations took place 
early in the process. Did tribes express a concern about impacts to these sites? 


Response: As stated in the National Register of Historic Places nomination form for Gold Strike 
Canyon Sugarloaf Mountain Traditional Cultural Property, tribal elders acknowledge impacts related to 
tourism, natural processes, and the construction and operation of Hoover Dam. They consider the area to 
be in good-to-excellent condition, * . . . because the impacts . . . while detrimental can be remedied 
through management and traditional cultural practices. The overall good-to-excellent condition indicates 
the potential for increased indigenous use that would improve the canyon and hot springs to a condition 
that could be maintained with prayers, songs, and spiritual healing ceremonies.” 
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Black Canyon has always been recognized by the park, prior to the formal recognition of the traditional 
cultural properties in the area as spiritually and traditionally significant to the tribes along the Colorado 
River. Numerous consultations with affiliated tribes identified the need for continued tribal access to the 
area and concerns for the number of visitors currently using Black Canyon, along with the impacts that 
are generated by those numbers. The National Park Service has incorporated tribal concerns into this 
planning process and has designated the area, with approval by the tribes, from rural natural to 
semiprimitive in order to limit the boating activities in the Black Canyon area. A cleanup of the graffiti in 
Goldstrike Canyon, one of the recognized traditional cultural properties, was accomplished this year with 
tribal approval and participation. The park continues to consult and work with the tribes as other concerns 
arise. 

Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 


03666B State of Nevada, Public Agency 
Historical Preservation Office 
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Impacts from Personal Watercraft Access 
Issue 1: Impacts from Personal Watercraft Access 


A Comment: An abundance of valuable cultural and archaeological sites exist within the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that, “[pJersonal watercraft 
could impact the integrity of these sites.” Considering the obligation of the National Park Service 
including Lake Mead National Recreation Area to preserve these special areas, it’s strongly recommended 
that the National Park Service initiate a comprehensive study to ensure cultural sites receive guaranteed 
protection. 


Response: The “Issues and Impact Topics” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter 
addresses potential issues and impact topics that were brought forth during public scoping and through the 
interdisciplinary planning process. Under Director's Order 12, issues are defined as problems that any of 
the alternatives may cause, or they may be questions, concerns, problems, or other relationships, including 
beneficial ones. Issues do not predict the degree of harm or intensity the action might cause, but simply 
alert the reader as to what the environmental problems might be if an action is taken. Issues are then 
related to impact topics, which are further evaluated in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter to 
determine the duration, intensity, and degree of impact. 


As discussed in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), there would be no impacts on cultural resources from the continued use of personal 
watercraft in the recreation area. Sensitive cultural resources are protected under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) by the zoning of primitive and semiprimitive settings. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
082048, OSS9S W (Bluewater Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Network) Parks Conservation Association 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: /ncorrect Assumptions/ Methodologies 


A 


Comment: Commenter expressed surprise that the people who use and know the lake the best were not 
polled or questioned about their concerns and recommendations. 


Response- “Visitor use surveys are described under the “Recreational Use of the Lakes” section in the 
“Affected Environment” chapter. The NPS visitor use survey involved over 3,000 visitor interviews 
(Graete and Holland 1997). These were conducted in the park at a variety of locations, including the 
launch ramps and marinas, and in all 24 zones of the lakes. In addition, National Park Service received 
over 1,500 completed survey booklets providing details from visitors on their experiences while on Lakes 
Mead and Mohave. These surveys are on file at Lake Mead Recreation Area. A second visitor use survey 
was conducted by the Nevada Division of Wildlife in 1999. This survey involved approximately 800 
visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


In addition to the visitor use survey, the National Park Service conducted numerous public scoping 
meetings and met individually with a wide-variety of user organizations as listed in appendix D of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
QOYT4AA Individual 


Comment: Commenter disagrees with the statement that the sail beach is underutilized. In the summer, 
there are usually 10 or more Hobie Cats, 20 or more windsurfers, and several kitesailors. During the 
winter months the sailors are the only people on the beach. 


Response: Based on observations by Park Service staff and annual boating inventories, that level of use ts 
not typical. It is the highest use level of the sail beach. Consequently, the National Park Service believes 
that although the sailing beach would be managed to support sailboard and sailboat use, other boaters 
could also safely operate out of that area. The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) does note that 
should sailing use increase and conflict develop between various users, personal watercraft and motorized 
vessels could be prohibited in the future. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
00030D Individual 
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Issue 1: Crowded Conditions 


Comment: Commenter stated that there ts no logic in limiting access during three-day weekends. Every 
place that has any recreational value at all ts overcrowded at these times and any reasonable person 
expects crowded conditions. 


Response: While tt may be true that there ts some expectation of crowding during the holiday weekends, 
it may be enough for some visitors not to visit during that period. The intent of this Lake Management 
Plan ts to ensure that visitors have the opportunity to enjoy the recreation area’s resources. As evidenced 
by the results of the NPS visitor survey (Graefe and Holland 1997). as the perceived level of crowding 
increased, enjoyment level decreased. Consequently. allowing increased numbers of boats on the lakes 
would compromise the visitors’ experiences. Overcrowding ts not consistent with the recreation area’s 
purpose, mission, and goals. Thus, boating capacities have been established for cach of the recreation 
settings. even for the highest use areas of the lakes. The carrying capacity for the urban zones ts set at the 
level where 50 o of the visitors responded that the number of boats on the water decreased their 
enjoyment of the lake visit. 


Puhlic Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 
00160C Individual 


Comment. The facts of an increasing recreating public would dictate that 1 ts unfair to restrict use for the 
majority so that a minority may have an “enhanced visit” with less people around. 


Response: \t ts the responsibility of the National Park Service to manage recreational use at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area consistent with the recreation area's purpose. mission, and management 
objectives. One of the management objectives ts to provide for a range of recreational opportunities while 
protecting park resources and values from impairment. The mission and objectives of the National Park 
Service are discussed in the “Objectives in Taking Action™ section in the “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan” chapter. The spectrum of recreational settings and associated carrying capacities are intended to 
reflect and maintain this range of opportunities. This includes providing areas for visitors who desire to 
avoid crowds and more frequent encounters with other visitors or boats. The range of opportunities in the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative C) reflects the public's desire that the National Park Service 
provide a mix of recreational settings while maintaining or slightly increasing the overall level of boating 
activity on the lakes. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
01656B Individual 


Issue 2: Trail Conditions 


A 


Comment: Trail conditions were not mentioned in the plan. Sooner or later someone will fall and get hurt 
due to poor trail conditions. 


Response: This Lake Management Plan addresses water-based recreation. The terrestrial trail system is 
beyond the scope of this analysis. Land-based trails would be addressed in transportation and circulation 
plans, development concept plans, or in specific trail proposals. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1656B Individual 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue I: Safety and Personal Watercraft 


A 


Comment? Commenters stated that personal watercraft pose an unacceptable safety risk, especially with 
inadequate enforcement personnel to monitor its use. With no information in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement as to how additional enforcement personnel would be funded. we urge a complete 
personal watercraft ban. 


Response: Lakes Mead and Mohave are patrolled by law enforcement officers from the National Park 
Service, Anzona Game and Fish Department, and the Nevada Division of Wildlife. On busy weekends 
during the summer months, law enforcement officers from these three agencies can be found patrolling 
the lakes. In addition, NPS volunteer boat patrols provide visitor education and assist on Lakes Mead and 
Mohave. 


The National Park Service agrees overall that, currently. there are inadequate numbers of enforcement 
personnel on the waters. Some visitors do engage in unsafe behavior when there ts no enforcement 
presence: however, the primary factors leading to unsafe operations are a combination of iack of 
experience and lack of education. 


Staffing needs are identified in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter under the “Park Operations” 
section for each alternative’s impact section. Lake Mead National Recreation Area would incorporate the 
operational needs identified in the draft into the priorities submitted annually under the Operating 
Formulation System at the national park system. This administrative system ts in place for park units to 
identify operational needs. Over the past 10 years, the operating budget for Lake Mead has experienced a 
60" o increase. Similar increases would be anticipated in the future. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ON204) Wilderness Society and National Organization 
Parks Conservation Association 


Comment: Reports indicate that personal watercraft are dangerous. A 2000 American Academy of 
Pediatrics study states that personal watercraft deaths are mostly due to blunt trauma. With this 
information, how can the plan propose to continue personal watercraft use within the Lake Mead 
Recreation Area. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to acknowledge the reference 
(AAP 2000). 


While the number of personal watercraft users continues to increase, accidents on the watercraft have 
declined over the past few years. This decline can be correlated to a number of programs initiated by user 
groups and manufacturers promoting safe operation of personal watercraft. The manufacturers of personal 
watercraft provide training videos with each watercraft they sell, and to date, 24 states require some type 
of boater education in order to operate a personal watercraft. 


The inclusion of the 200-foot flat-wake area will provide greater protection for swimmers, fishermen, 
boats at the shoreline, and people in the water and at the shoreline. The adoption of a mandatory education 
program, the prohibition of alcohol consumption while operating a boat, and improvements in technology 
will also protect recreationists. Because of these measures under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), the National Park Service has found personal watercraft use at Lake Mead to be 
compatible with park management objectives and values under certain regulation. 
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Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8595G_ 08595 T, UL, 08204 | Bluewater Network Organization 
(Wilderness Society and National 

Parks Conservation Association) 


Comment: The problem with statistics concerning personal watercraft and accidents ts that they are not 
adjusted for rental use of personal watercraft, which dramatically skews the numbers. Regulation of rental 
companies would be a quick, easy way to reduce the accident and injury rates associated with boats and 
personal watercraft. 


Response: The personal watercraft rental industry in and around Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts 
regulated by the respective states of Arizona and Nevada. The state of Nevada requires all renters to view 
a state-approved video on boating safety prior to operating a rental watercraft. The Arizona Game and 
Fish Department also has a safety video on personal watercraft operation that is approved by the National 
Association of Boating Law Administrators, plus other boating safety information available to all personal 
watercraft rental outlets. The state of Arizona does not have a regulation in place that makes it mandatory 
for personal watercraft renters to view the video prior to renting a personal watercraft. Many outlets 
voluntarily furnish the state-provided safety information and video to personal watercraft renters. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR228C Individual 


Comment: Bluewater Network found that roughly 24° of the personal watercraft manufactured during 
the last 10 years have been recalled due to production and or design problems that could lead to fires 
and or explosions. Injuries associated with these fires have increased every year. Bluewater Network's 
Freedom of Information Act request also revealed that the production and design problems in tens of 
thousands of machines have not been corrected. 


Response: According to the National Marine Manufacturers Association, personal watercraft 
manufacturers have sold roughly 1.2 million watercraft during the last 10 years. Of the 1.2 million 
personal watercraft sold, the U.S. Coast Guard had only 90 reports of fires explosions from 1995 through 
1999. This is less than 1% of personal watercraft boats reporting problems associated with 

fires explosions. As far as the recall campaigns conducted by Kawasaki and Bombardier, the problems 
that were associated with fuel tanks were fixed. Kawasaki conducted a recall for potentially defective fuel 
filler necks and fuel tank outlet gaskets on 23,579 personal watercraft between 1989 and 1990. The fuel 
tank problems were eliminated in Kawasaki's newer models, and the 1989 and 1990 models are most 
likely not in use anymore, since life expectancy of a personal watercraft is only five to seven years 
according to the Personal Watercraft Industry Association. Bombardier also did a recall for its 1993, 
1994, and 1995 models to reassess possible fuel tank design flaws. However, the number of fuel tanks that 
had to be recalled was a very small percent of the 1993, 1994, and 1995 fleets because fuel tank sales only 
amounted to 2.16% of the total fleet during this period (USCG n.d.). The replacement fuel tanks differed 
from those installed in the watercraft subject to the recall in that the replacement tanks had revised filler 
neck radiuses. Also, the installation procedure now requires revised torque specifications, and the fuel 
system must successfully complete a pressure leak test. Bombardier found that the major factor 
contributing to personal watercraft fires explosions was over-torquing of the gear clamp. Bombardier was 
legally required by the Coast Guard to fix 9.72% of the recalled models. Out of 125,349 recalls, the 
company repaired 48,370 units, which was approximately 38% of the total recall. 


Fuel tank and engine problems that could be associated with personal watercraft fires have been reduced 
since the National Marine Manufacturers Association set requirements for meeting manufacturing 
regulations established by the Coast Guard. Many companies even choose to participate in the more 
stringent Certification Program administered by the Association. The Association verifies annually, or 
whenever a new product is put on the market, boat model lines to ensure that they satisfy not only Coast 
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Guard regulations but also the more rigorous standards based on those established by the American Boat 
and Yacht Council. 


Accident data specific to Lake Mead shows no incidents of personal watercraft catching on fire or 
exploding at the park. Based on regulations imposed upon personal watercraft manufacturers by the US. 
Coast Guard and manufacturing associations, and the continued cooperation of manufacturers to fix and 
assess any potential design flaws, the National Park Service deems personal watercraft use appropriate at 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area under park regulations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSS9ST Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 2: S isitor Experience and Personal Watercraft 


A 


Comment: While the proposal to ban carbureted two-cycle engines by 2012 will disproportionately affect 
the owners of “conventional” boats and outboard engines because of the longer estimated use of those 
engines (according to the Environmental Protection Agency), some personal watercraft owners could be 
barred from accessing Lake Mead and would be forced to use their craft on other lakes. For some. barring 
access to the Lake Mead National Recreation Area would force them to travel up to four hours to access 
the nearest body of water. 


Response: As noted in the modified preferred alternative (alternative C), two-stroke personal watercraft 
and outboard vessels would be prohibited from Lake Mead National Recreation Area after 2012 as a 
result of the ban on carbureted two-stroke engines. However, due to the increasing availability of new 
technology four-stroke and direct injection two-stroke engines, it ts anticipated that by 2012, the majority 
of personal watercraft in use at that time would be allowed at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
According to the Personal Watercraft Industry Association, the personal watercraft models on the market 
today are the new technology reduced-emissions vessels (http: www.pwia.org facts_release.htm#qa). 
This fact. combined with the relatively short operating life of personal watercraft, which range from 5 to 
10 years (depending on the source), would result in only a small number of personal watercraft users who 
would be required to travel to other locations when the ban goes into effect. Personal watercraft engine 
life is addressed in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter under the “Introduction, Overview of 
Recreational Use” and “Personal Watercraft Use™ sections. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
FORM FID Individual 
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Issue 1: Lake Mead Staff 


A 


Comment: Based on the amount of additional staff that would be required to effectively implement the 
various alternatives, how does the National Park Service hope to enforce the new alternatives” 


Response: The goals and objectives of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). including the 
desired recreational settings, personal watercraft-use areas, 200-foot flat-wake areas. sanitation 
regulations, and boater education, would best be achieved through an active information and education 
program. This approach ts emphasized under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) to further 
support such programs. The National Park Service believes that the more time and effort invested in 
information and education, the less actual enforcement actions would be required. 


Staffing needs for each of the alternatives are presented under the “Park Operations” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. Lake Mead National Recreation Area would incorporate the 
identified operational needs into the priorities submitted annually under the Operating Formulation 
System at the National Park System. This administrative system ts in place for park units to identify 
operational needs. Over the past 10 years. the operating budget for Lake Mead has experienced a 60° » 
increase. Similar increases would be anticipated in the future. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
022158 Lake Mead Organization 
Boat Owners Association 


Comment: The Park Service said during a meeting in Meadview, Arizona. on April 5, 2002. that they 
“lack the manpower to enforce speed limits on this large lake.” This is a poor answer since the Highway 
Patrol enforces speed limits on the highways and they can't be everywhere at one time. 


Response: The National Park Service enforces existing regulations governing unsafe operation. Operating 
at a speed that results in a threat to persons or property is prohibited. Every operator of a vessel ts required 
to control the speed of their vessel so as not to endanger the lives or property of other persons. In addition, 
the National Park Service has designated low-speed (“flat-wake™) areas where increased safety is 
warranted. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO006F Lake Mead Indiv dual 
Boat Owners Association 


Comment: From 1975 to present. how have the numbers of field rangers and other Lake Mead staff 
changed” How does this compare to visitation numbers over the same time period? How have visitor 
education and law enforcement programs developed to meet these demands? 


Response: Over the last 20 years, visitation to the park has increased by approximately 30°, and seasonal 
distribution has changed so that it is no longer concentrated in just the summer months. In that same time 
frame, the capability of the ranger and interpretation division has not changed significantly. There has 
been a conversion of seasonal to permanent staffing that allows for a better ranger and interpretive 
presence year-round in support of changing visitation, instead of concentrating ranger presence during the 
summer period. 
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Lake Mead National Recreation Area would incorporate the operational needs. including staffing needs. 
identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement imo the priorities submitted annually under the 
Operating Formulation System at the National Park System. This administrative system ts in place for 
park units to identify operational needs. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
WO3535 Individual 


126 


Park Operations 
Issue 1: Wanning of tntry Gates and Launch Facilities 


4 Comment: More ranger presence ts needed, especially on weekends at launch facilities and entry gates. At 
least one or two entry gates should be manned 24 hours a day. and those not manned at mght need to be 
closed to prevent vandalism and other problems. Increasing weekend enforcement at gates would produce 
more funds for facilities. 


Response: Park operations, including staffing. are discussed in the description of the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. The staffing and scheduling 
at the entrance stations are designed to contact as many visitors as possible, while keeping the cost of 
collection in mind. So, the schedule. while varied. is designed to operate efficiently from an operations 
perspective in order to minimize the cost of collection. This strategy allows more funds to go toward 
capital improvements and less for the operation of the entrance station. 


NPS staff are supplemented by volunteers who assist with directing weekend traffic at the public launch 
ramps. The National Park Service recognizes the value of this service and will continue to keep it as a 


priority. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
MI61A, 00164 D Indi wdual 
Issue 2: Slip Rentals 


4 Comment’ When staying at the hotel at Katherine Landing you are guaranteed a slip, but staying in 
Laughlin and reserving a slip cannot be done. Many times on holiday weekends | have seen slips empty 
because they were being held for hotel guests. A reservation system for launching (especially on holiday 
weekends). with a 24-hour cancellation policy, should be implemented. 


Response: Slip rental is on a first-come, first-served basis. If a different practice ts occurring at Lake 
Mohave Resort, it is suggested a formal complaint be filed with the Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
Concessions Management Office at Lake Mead National Recreation Area, 601 Nevada Way, Boulder 
City, NV 89005. 


As discussed in the description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) (see the “Alternatives 
Selected for Analysis” chapter), the concept of a reservation system has been proposed by the Laughlin 
Chamber of Commerce. and the National Park Service would continue to investigate the support for 
implementation of such a system for Katherine Landing. This area experiences the highest degree of 
crowding of all lake access areas within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Reservation systems are 
used at other reservoirs to address crowding problems like those experienced at Katherine Landing. 
Additional public involvement would be necessary to develop and implement such a program. If 
implemented, it would serve as an experimental pilot project ~ ~' “ce Mead National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 


OLRI6E Individual 


Issue 3: Water Levels 


4 Comment: One of the main issues with the launch facilities ts the constantly fluctuating water levels. 
There should be a 90-day notice to the marina and facility operators as to what the water levels are going 
to be, so the marinas can plan in advance and move the docks accordingly. 
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Response’ Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts issuing monthly press releases to inform the public 
about the current status of water levels and launching facilities at Lake Mead. In addition. information on 
water levels can be found on the park's web site at http: www_nps.gov lame. Water-level projections can 
also be found on the Burcau of Reclamation web site at hip: www _Ic.usbr.gov. These sites provide water 
level proyections two years in advance. 


Lake Mead National Recreation Arca ts working on improving and upgrading the existing launch ramps 
at Lake Mead. uncluding replacing the asphalt ramps with concrete and extending the ramps as the lake 
level drops. 


Public Comment” Commenter. Affiliation: 
H1667™G Indi sdual 
Issuc 4: Lighting 


A 


Comment: \t ts wmportant to consider the impact of extensor lighting in the Lake Mead Recreational Arca. 
as mentioned in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement with regard to visitor wnpact. Increases in 
extenor lighting uncrease the level of light pollution m areas well away from the source of the lights. 
While exterior lighting ts necessary for safety and security. it ts possible to light areas like boat landing 
parking lots effectively without producing wasted light. while at the same time saving moncy and energy. 
A suggestion was made to evaluate the use of fully shielded or full cut-off lighting at appropriate 
imensities as defined by the Hluminating Engineering Socicty of North America and the International 
Dark Sky Association. 


Response’ Lake Mead National Recreation Arca uses shielded lights, where possible. to direct lights 
downward and to protect the night sky. As lighting ts replaced in developed areas within the recreation 
area, shuclded lights are used. In addition, to further protect the mght sky. all future concession contracts 
would be written to include stipulations for the minimum lighting necessary for safety and security 
reasons, including the use of directed light and shielded lights. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
(W2IHYA Indiy sdual 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 
Issue 1: Extend Clean Engine Phase-in Date to Correlate with Engine Life Expectancy 


A 


Comment’ The economic impact to boat owners in southern Nevada would be reduced if the EPA 2006 
engine phase-in date was extended to 2017 to meet the life expectancy of current technology for Mercury 
motors. Engune life expectancy ts 12 years for 490 horsepower, 14 years for 150 horsepower. and 17 years 
for 50 horsepower. Personal watercraft life expectancy ts currently five to seven years. 


Response’ The estimates (under alternative C) presented in the Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft 
Regulations in Lake Mead National Recreation Arca (NPS 2002b). use 2012 as engine phase-in date 
when all two-stroke engines would have to become fucl myccted. mm accordance with EPA regulations. 
This date would cover the current life expectancy specified by the Personal Watercraft Industry 
Association of 5 to 7 years and the EPA life expectancy of up to 10 years. Under alternative C (the 
modified preferred). the National Park Service assumes that, as a result of personal watercraft restrictions. 
businesses could experience a 5°» reduction m personal watercraft sales, service. and rentals related to the 
park. Some of this impact could occur as a result of engine-type restrictions, but there are also geographic 
restrictions proposed under this alternative that were taken into account. However. even under alternative 
A. as detasled in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, where there would be a 100"> reduction m 
personal watercraft revenues related the park. the umpact on the regional economy would be very small. 
less than 0.1%. of total economic activity. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012. most boat owners would already be in comphance with 
the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The mmpact from the engine standards on boat owners ts expected 
to be small. Personal watercraft manufaciurers currently offer some models that are compliant with EPA 
2006 standards. and personal watercraft purchased later than 2006 would be made compliant. Because the 
life of a personal watercraft 1s estimated at § to 10 years (sce the “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of 
and Need for the Plan” chapter). it ts expected that the majority of noncompliant personal watercraft 
would no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under alternative C come into 
effect m 2012. 


It could be assumed that people shopping for new watercraft would only consider purchasing those 
models with compliant engines. this in response to the public announcement that only 2006-compliant 
engines would be allowed at Lake Mead National Recreation Arca after 2012. The 10-year advance notice 
provides ample opportunity for people to consider the comphiancy of an engine when making a purchase. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) details the impact of requiring all boats to mect the EPA 
2006 emussion standards. The Nevada Division of Wildlife, in their 1999 survey. reported that 9% of the 
boats have two-stroke engines. As a result, it ts expected that the majority of carburcted two-stroke 
engines will no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) come into effect in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORD0SD Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Issue 2: Tourism Industry Not Represented in Visitor LU se Surveys 


A 


Comment: The accuracy of the visitor use surveys conducted by National Park Service and Nevada 
Division of Wildlife ts questionable, because no input was sought from the local tourism industry. 
particularly in the Laughlin-Bullhead City area. 


Response’ The NPS visitor use survey was developed in consultation with Dr. Alan Graefe of 
Pennsylvania State University. The initial survey was reviewed by a technical advisory committee 
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comprised of Jerry Vaske of Colorado State University, Dick Crysdale with the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Ray Murray with the National Park Service, and Laura Loomis with the National Parks and Conservation 
Association. It involved over 3,000 visitor interviews that were conducted in the park at variety of 
locations, including the launch ramps and marinas, and in all 24 zones of the lakes. In addition, the 
National Park Service received over 1,500 completed survey booklets providing visitor comments 
detailing their experiences on Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


A second visitor use survey was conducted by the Nevada Division of Wildlife in 1998 and involved 
approximately 800 visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


The surveys were primarily designed to identify issues to be addressed in this planning process and to 
help set the social carrying capacity for the different recreational opportunity settings. The design was 
developed under contract with Pennsylvania State University using a scientifically valid methodology that 
is explained in a 1997 report titled, An Analysis of Recreation Use and Associated Impacts at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (Graefe and Holland 1997). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O05387B Department of Administration Public Agency 
Services - Laughlin 


Issue 3: Impact of Recreational Carrying Capacity Methodology on Local Communities 


A 


Comment: The plan’s methodology for managing perceived crowding (recreational carrying capacity) will 
limit visitor use improvements and affect economies of local towns. 


Response: The recreational carrying capacity proposed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement does 
not reduce the current number of boats on the water; in fact, it allows for some expansion of recreational 
use. The visitor use improvement for each of the development areas is established in the General 
Management Plan. The Final Environmental Impact Statement allows all development areas to operate at 
existing levels or to expand and does not eliminate any of the facilities included in the plan. Therefore, no 
impacts on the local economies are anticipated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
019S3AG, 01665 F,01679D Laughlin Chamber of Commerce Organization 
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Issue 1: Economic Impacts on Watercraft Owners Related to 2012 Engine Restriction 


A 


Comment: A commenter stated that he has three motors in good-working order that will collectively cost 
$14,000 to replace with engines that are compliant with EPA’s 2006 standards ($10,000 for 

120 horsepower, $3,000 for 15 horsepower, and $1,500 for 3 horsepower). The Lake Management Plan 
does not clearly state the economic impact of these standards on registered boat owners who must replace 
engines to meet the plan’s 2012 engine restriction. 


Response: The estimates (under alternative C) presented in the Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft 
Regulations in Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NPS 2002b), use 2012 as the engine phase-in date 
when all marine engines would have to be direct-injection two-stroke and four-stroke engines, in 
accordance with EPA regulations. This date would cover the current life expectancy specified by the 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association of 5 to 7 years and the EPA life expectancy of up to 10 years. 
Under alternative C (the modified preferred alternative), the National Park Service assumes that, as a 
result of personal watercraft restrictions, businesses could experience a 5% reduction in personal 
watercraft sales, service, and rentals related to the park. Some of this impact could occur as a result of 
engine-type restrictions, but there are also geographic restrictions proposed under this alternative that 
were taken into account. However, even under alternative A, where there would be a 100% reduction in 
personal watercraft revenues related to the park. the impact on the regional economy would be very small, 
less than 0.1% of total economic activity. 


National Park Service expects that by 2012, most boat owners would already be in compliance with the 
2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact from the engine standards on boat owners is expected to 
be small. Personal watercraft manufacturers currently offer some models that are compliant with EPA 
2006 standards, and personal watercraft purchased later than 2006 would be made compliant. Because the 
life of a personal watercraft ts estimated at 5 to 10 years (see the “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of 
and Need for the Plan” chapter), it ts expected that the majority of noncompliant personal watercraft 
would no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under alternative C come into 
effect in 2012. 


According to the Personal Watercraft Industry Association (PWIA 2002), sales of newer model personal 
watercraft have overtaken the older, less efficient models. This could be in response to the public 
announcement that only 2006-compliant engines would be allowed at Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area after 2012. The 10-year advance notice provides ample opportuniiy for people to consider engine 
compliant when making a purchase. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative C) details the impact of requiring all boats to meet the EPA 
2006 emission standards. The Nevada Division of Wildlife, in their 1999 survey, reported that 9°o of the 
boats have two-stroke engines. As a result, it is expected that the majority of carbureted two-stroke 
engines will no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) come into effect after 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO3KIC Individual 


Comment: \dentity the impact of the EPA 2006 engine standard on local employment and business 
because of the public's fear of buying or maintaining a boat that will be banned at Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area in the near future. 


Response: The impact from the EPA 2006 engine standard on local businesses and employment ts 
estimated to be very small. Personal watercraft manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant 
with the EPA 2006 standard. Personal watercraft purchased later than 2006 will be made compliant by the 
manufacturer. The Personal Watercraft Industry Association correspondence estimates that the current life 
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expectancy of a personal watercraft is 5 to 7 years and the EPA life expectancy is up to 10 years. As a 
result, it ts expected that the majority of noncompliant personal watercraft would no longer be in 
operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) 
come into effect after 2012. 


The economic impact and the implementation of the EPA 2006 emissions requirements on all engines by 
2012 could stimulate sales over the next 10 years, as boaters convert to the new technology. The Nevada 
Division of Wildlife, in their 1999 survey, reported that 9% of boats have two-stroke engines. As a result, 
it 1s expected that the majority of carbureted two-stroke engines would no longer be in operation when the 
engine restrictions proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) come into effect after 
2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO382C Individual 


Issue 2: Economic Impacts Related to Recreational Opportunity Zoning 


A 


Comment: Commenters state that tourism and related recreational purchases in local communities (such 
as Temple Bar) would be adversely impacted by any zoning restriction that limited boater access for 
recreational activities such as fishing tournaments. 


Response: Fishing tournaments should not be affected by the recreational opportunity zoning, because the 
semiprimitive zone has been revised to allow flat-wake operations and the primitive areas zone now 
allows electric trolling motors. Fishermen have access to all waters on Lakes Mead and Mohave. Temple 
Bar ts authorized under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) to add 300 slips to the marina. 
Temple Bar would not be adversely affected: in fact, there is opportunity for economic growth. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OISTIC, 01665 F, 00949 A, 02220 Individual 
B. OO117 A, 09058 B 


Comment: Restrictions on vessel operations in the inflow areas of the Muddy and Virgin Rivers would 
adversely impact hunters who spent money in preparation for hunting from lake blinds in the Overton 
Wildlife Management Area. 


Response: As described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) would designate the Overton Wildlife Management Area as a semiprimitive zone and 
would continue to allow hunters to access the Overton Wildlife Management Area by vessels traveling at 
a flat-wake speed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR20SY Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Issue 3: Economic Impacts of Boating Capacity (Boats at Any One Time) and Associated Restrictions 


A 


Comment: Visitor use restrictions related to boating capacity will result in fewer visitors at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area at one time and, thus, fewer revenues from entrance fees and annual passes. 


Response: The recreational carrying capacity proposed for Lakes Mead and Mohave under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) does not reduce the number of boats on the water, but allows for 
expansion from the current 4,437 to over 5,055 boats at any one time. The visitor use improvement for 
each of the development areas 1s established in the General Management Plan. The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement allows all development areas to operate at existing levels or to expand, and does not 
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eliminate any of the facilities included in the plan. Therefore, no impacts on the local economies are 
anticipated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO219VA Individual 


Issue 4: Economic Impact Analysis Lacks Substantiating Documentation 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Lake Management Plan recommends a plan of 
action without thoroughly examining the impacts to the local economies and without providing 
substantiating documentation. 


Response: The March 2002 Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft Regulations in Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (NPS 2002b) estimates that under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C), the economic impact would be approximately a 5% reduction in personal watercraft sales, 
service, and rentals related to the park. Under alternative B, there would be a 10% reduction in revenues, 
and alternative D would produce no change in revenues. Under alternative A where there would be a 
100° reduction in personal watercraft sales relating the park, the impact on the regional economy would 
be very small, less than 0.1% reduction in total economic activity. Personal watercraft users account for 
less than 10° of annual visitation to Lake Mead, and most are local residents. Because personal 
watercraft use contributes such a small fraction of regional visitation and expenditures, lodging 
establishments, restaurants, gas stations, and other businesses that serve personal watercraft users are not 
likely to experience a measurable decline in business under any of the alternatives. It is possible, however, 
that localized impacts on tourism-related businesses located near Lake Mead could occur if personal 
watercraft restrictions result in reduced visitation to the recreation area. If restrictions on personal 
watercraft use are implemented, some nonpersonal watercraft businesses could experience an increase in 
revenues due to increased visitation from those engaged in activities other than personal water use. 


The impact analysis for each alternative addresses socioeconomic impacts. The socioeconomic impacts 
under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) are presented in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter, and discussion of impacts can also be found in the “Visitor Use, Experience, and 
Safety” section in that same chapter). The conversion to the newer engine technology ts estimated to have 
only minor impact on the economy, as the majority of noncompliant engines would have outlived their 
estimated operational life expectancy. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OL9S3 AF, 01953B F, 02303A, B-F Laughlin Chamber of Commerce Organization 


Issue 5: Impact of Infrastructure Limitations on Concessioners 


A 


Comment: The proposed plan limits infrastructure such as parking at concession-operated sites and limits 
the concessions’ ability to expand and be profitable. 


Response: The marina, launch ramp, and parking capacities are based on the operation of the facility at 
peak use as described in tables 21 through 24 and in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. No 
marina slips, launch lanes, or parking spaces are proposed for removal. Expansion is included within the 
proposed recreational opportunity zoning for areas where capacities are not being achieved. The facility 
capacities are included in the concession contract so the potential for future expansion is well understood 
by each of the concessioners upon entering the contract. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O7ISIE Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 
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Comment: In the existing General Management Plan, the Las Vegas Bay Marina is allotted 2,250 parking 
spaces. The new plan (“Table 20: Commercial Marina Service at Lake Mead under Alternative C™) shows 
285 parking spaces at Las Vegas Marina for 635 slips, 388 dry storage, 47 rental boats, and restaurant use. 
This reduction in facilities limits the concessioner’s growth potential and is in violation of PL 105-391, 
which ensures reasonable opportunity for concessioners to make a profit. 


Response: The parking capacity determinations took into account the size of the marina, the size of the 
rental fleet, and the size of the dry boat storage area. The National Park Service found that not all the 
boats from these areas were on the lake at the same time. For the purposes of parking calculations, it was 
assumed that 20° of the boats from the marina, 10°%o of the boats from dry boat storage, and 100% of the 
rental fleet would be on the lake at any one time, as indicated in table 25 in this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. \n addition, the calculation took into account the seating capacity at the restaurant and 
use at the store. 


Pull-through parking spaces for the public launch ramp were calculated separately from the marina 
operation. Table 23 shows that 222 pull-through parking spaces are needed to support the public launch 
ramp, and the total for single-space parking for Las Vegas Bay Marina is 285 (table 21). The combined 
total for single and pull-through parking spaces for Las Vegas Bay Marina is 507. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8092D Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Comment: Overton Beach Marina ts currently in the final stages of constructing a new fuel dock and boat 
rental facility as approved by the National Park Service. This investment can only be supported by 
increased fuel sales and increased boat rentals. However, alternative C does not allow for growth in the 
other boat rental category. This limitation would cause the marina to lose the opportunity to create a 
return on this investment and lose any reasonable opportunity for profit. 


Response: The Overton Beach Marina rental boat operation would be authorized to operate at the 
approved level in the concession contract as listed in tables 21 through 24 in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement under the alternative C description. The Final Environmental Impact Statement does not 
reduce the number of rental boats in the contract. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSOS9H Overton Beach Marina Business 


Comment: Available parking at some concession-operated marinas, such as Overton Beach, is exhausted 
on summer days, not just the peak-use summer holidays (contrary to what ts stated in the plan on page 
65). If parking is directed to other lake access facilities when existing parking is exhausted at Overton 
Beach Marina, then the concessioner would lose any opportunity for profit even though there would be 
ample parking available for visitors throughout the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Response. Parking capacities were monitored during peak-use periods with lake elevations on Lake Mead 
operating between 1.180 and 1.215 feet above mean sea level. Aerial photographs were taken of the 
developed areas to document parking area use and determine the breakdown of single vehicles and 
vehicles with trailers. 


Parking was also calculated for each of the developed area facilities. As shown in tables 25 and 26 in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service used 20% of the wet slips, 10% of dry 
boat storage, and 100° of the rental fleet for calculating the number of boats on the water from 
commercial facilities. Launch ramp capacities were used to determine the number of parking spaces 
needed to support launch ramp operations. 
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Economic Impact Analysis 


The photographs showing actual parking area were used in the analyses to determine facility capacity 
provided the foundation for the parking capacities used in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. In 
the case of Overton Beach, there would be a 45-slip expansion to the marina operation under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8OR9G Overton Beach Marina Business 
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Impacts from Glass and Styrofoam Restriction 


Issue 1: Alternative Products Are Not Cost-Effective 


A 
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Comment: Restricting glass beverage containers and styrofoam products will economically impact 
concessioners because alternative products such as paper cups are more costly. 


Response: The proposed restrictions on glass containers and styrofoam described under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement are based on safety and 
environmental concerns. Glass containers are not appropriate at Lakes Mead and Mohave, as the number 
of injuries related to this type of container continues to be an issue. Styrofoam does not breakdown and 
can be an issue for wildlife. Based on these concerns, the National Park Service is proposing to eliminate 
these containers from the park. There is no data to support any potential major economic impacts to 
concession operations resulting from container restrictions. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8092H Las Vegas Boat Harbor Business 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction 


Issue 1: Impact of Personal Watercraft Ban on Local Communities 


A 


Comment: Commenters stated that the ban of personal watercraft from lake areas. such as Lake Mead, 
would be economically devastating to local communities. 


Response: The March 2002 Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft Regulations in Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area estimates that under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) the 
economic impact would be approximately a 5° reduction in personal watercraft sales. service. and rentals 
related to the park. Alternative B would experience a 10° reduction in revenues, and alternative D would 
produce no change in revenues. Even under alternative A, where there would be a 100° reduction in 
personal watercraft sales relating the park, the impact on the regional economy would be very small, less 
than a 0.1% reduction in total economic activity. Personal watercraft users account for less than 10° of 
annual visitation to Lake Mead Recreation Area, and most are local residents. Because personal watercraft 
use contributes such a small fraction of regional visitation and expenditures, lodging establishments, 
restaurants, gas stations, and other businesses that serve personal watercraft users are not likely to 
experience a measurable decline in business under any of the alternatives. It is possible. however. that 
localized impacts on tourism-related businesses located near Lake Mead Recreation Area could occur if 
personal watercraft restrictions result in reduced visitation to the recreation area. Even if localized impacts 
occur for some businesses that cater to personal watercraft users, some businesses that offer services to 
nonpersonal watercraft users could experience an increase in revenues due to increased visitation from 
those engaged in nonpersonal watercraft activities. See the “Socioeconomics™ section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter for a discussion of economic impacts. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OXS7TIOAA, ORTIOB A Individual 


Comment: Other commenters stated that a personal watercraft ban on Lake Mohave would result in 
additional personal watercraft-related congestion and accidents on the nearby Colorado River. Such 
increased personal watercraft use would result in decreased visitor use over time and, as a result, declining 
tourism that would adversely impact the Laughlin Bullhead area. 


Response: As discussed in the March 2002 Economic Analysis of Personal Watercraft Regulations in 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area, the National Park Service acknowledges that under alternative A 
(the no-action alternative), congestion might increase in non-NPS waters, and the overall potential for 
accidents could increase. Alternative B might also result in an increase in personal watercraft use in areas 
where personal watercraft would still be allowed and in non-NPS waters (1.c., the Colorado River south of 
Davis Dam and Lake Havasu), increasing congestion and the chance for safety risks in these areas. 
However, these effects are expected to be minor since the area being restricted from personal watercraft 
use under alternative B only accounts for 10°o of the waters of Lake Mead. Under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, personal watercraft use would 
only be restricted in 5° of Lake Mead waters: therefore, any increase in congestion and safety risks in 
areas outside Lake Mead would be very small and would not have an overall impact on the surrounding 
tourism in the Laughlin Bullhead area, as presented under the “Cumulative Impacts” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation. 
24534 Individual 


OTHER NEPA ISSUES 


General Comments 


Issue 1: Other Federal Acts, Executive Orders, and Policy to Reference 


A 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should specifically reference how the proposed 
lake management plan, and subsequent “tiered” NEPA documents, can meet the intent of guidance issued 
by the Council on Environmental Quality on integrating pollution prevention opportunities in NEPA 
planning. documents, and decisions (Pollution Prevention and the National Environmental Policy Act, 
Council on Environmental Quality, January 1993). Council on Environmental Quality instructs federal 
agencies to include pollution prevention to the extent practicable in the proposed action and in the 
reasonable alternatives. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement identifies applicable requirements for carrying out this 
project. The Final Environmental Impact Statement addresses the following: the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act. the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, and the Pollution Prevention Act. Regarding Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, the Final Environmental Impact Statement should address if 
pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, or other products regulated under Federal Insecticide. 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act are used by the National Park Service, concession owners, or other 
tenants at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Page 244 references Executive Order (EO) 12856. The Final Environmental Impact Statement notes that 
EO 12856 was revoked and replaced by EO 13148 (Greening the Government Through Leadership in 
Environmental Management, April 21, 2000). There are other Executive Orders potentially applicable to 
this project and to the “tiered” NEPA documents for specific developments. These include EO 13101 
(Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and Federal Acquisition: 

September 14. 1998); EO 13123 (Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy Management. 
June 3, 1999); and EO 13149 (Greening the Government Through Federal Fleet and Transportation, 
April 21, 2000). 


Response: The NPS Hazardous Waste Management and Pollution Prevention Team has developed a Spil// 
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (NPS 1998c) that provides recommendations and 
requirements to prevent environmental damage resulting from oi! spills. These plans are required by the 
Environmental Protection Agency as stated in 40 CFR, Part 112. In addition, the recreation area complies 
with state requirements and has developed Best Management Practices for Watercraft and Marina 
Operations, Dry Boat Storage, and Boat Repair Services (NPS 1996a). The National Park Service and all 
marina operators must comply with these requirements and best management practices. 


fhe use of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, or other related products are strictly regulated 
under the NPS Integrated Pest Management Program to reduce risks to the public, park resources. and the 
environment from pests and pest-related management strategies. This ts a separate program that is outside 
the scope of this Final Environmental Impact Statement. Lake Mead National Recreation Area, 
concessioners and other tenants are required to conduct pest management activities in accordance with the 
Integrated Pest Management Process prescribed in Director's Order 77-7: Integrated Pest Management. 
These policies take into account the various laws, statutes, regulations, executive orders, guidelines, and 
policies related to pest management. Pest issues are reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and those with the 
potential to negatively impact the environment are addressed through established planning procedures. 
and included in an approved park management or Integrated Pest Management Program. 


Under the National Park Service Integrated Pest Management Program, all pesticide use on lands 
managed or regulated by the National Park Service must be reported annually. 
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General Comments 


As outlined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service currently complies 
with the above referenced executive orders. In addition, EO 12856 was replaced with EO 13148 in 
appendix A as noted, and references to EOs 13101. 13123, and 13149 were added. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08203M_ 08203 N and 08203 O Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 2: Procedure for Commenting on the Plan and National Park Service Process for Responding Is 
Unclear 


A 


Comment: What process ts used to determine what comments are substantive and how docs the National 
Park Service respond to these comments? Also, how are public comments accounted for in the final 
decision and does Co... :..s vote on the final decision? 


Response: The first page of this volume 2 under “Methodology and Purpose” provides a detailed 
explanation of how public comments were received, reviewed, and ultimately responded to in this 
document. The criteria for determination of substantive comments ts found in CEQ regulations (1503.4 
CFR) and amplified in Director's Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and 
Decision Making (section 4.6 (B)). Public comments, as well as other factors, were used by the park to 
modify the “preferred alternative” that was analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A 
description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) ts found in the “Alternatives Selected for 
Analysis” chapter. 


The “Consultation and Coordination” chapter. “History of Public Involvement” section, provides a list of 
recipients of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The list includes congressional representatives. 
Congress does not vote on the preferred alternative, but its members, like other citizens, can provide 
comments at any time during the process. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
Indiv dual 


Issue 3: National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 Process Questions 


A 


Comment: | know you have been working on this plan for about 10 years’? How many different editions of 
the plan have there been” Is this the final draft before an alternative is put into place? If so, will the public 
be able to comment on the final draft” 


Response: The Lake Management Plan has been evolving for the past nine years. Public scoping has been 
instrumental in the development of issues and alternatives and the evaluation of alternatives. The plan was 
updated in the past year based on the criteria of the settlement agreement. Only one version of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was released on April 24, 2002. for 60-day public review. This Final 
Environmental Impact Statement contains a “modified preferred alternative” (alternative C) representing 
input of public comment, among other factors, received during the public comment period on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. The final decision on the alternative that would be implemented is made 
no sooner than 30 days after availability of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (as published in the 
Federal Register by the Environmental Protection Agency) and as contained in the Record of Decision. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORGKIA Indiv dual 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


General Comments 
Issue 1: Recreational Opportunity Zoning Inconsistent with the Arizona Game and Fish Department Mission 


A 


Comment: The department recognizes the need to develop coordinated management of potential boater 
conflicts, especially in areas defined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as “Urban Park 
Settings.” Our agency should have been more involved in designing the recreational opportunity spectrum 
(table |), along with the conditions and terms that define cach of the five proposed settings. Certain 
elements of the proposed recreational zones are inconsistent with our mission and will not meet the needs 
of current user groups. 


Response: The recreational opportunity spectrum was developed over a long period with extensive public 
and agency involvement, including Anzona Game and Fish Department (see the “Consultation and 
Coordination” chapter). The topic has been included in each of the annual coordination mectings for the 
last five years, plus a specific briefing for the Arizona Game and Fish Department was held on 

December 12, 2001. The National Park Service also met with representatives of the Kingman Field Office 
on June 21, 2002, during the public comment period. The National Park Service has provided numerous 
opportunities for the Arizona Game and Fish Department to participate in all aspects of this planning 
effort. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONORSA Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 


Issue 2: Future Discussions on Planning Should Include the Nevada Division of Wildlife and Arizona Game 
and Fish Department 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates the future development specific [to] 
shoreline zoning on lower Lake Mohave from Stop Sign Cove to Mineshaft Cove. to address conflicts 
between various recreational users including shoreline anglers. However. the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement does not provide enough detail to fully understand where those conflicts would be addressed or 
how conflicting uses would be partitioned. We strongly encourage the National Park Service to 
incorporate both Nevada Division of Wildlife and Arizona Game and Fish Department in future 
discussions and planning efforts if and when specific zoning actions are proposed for this area of Lake 
Mohave. 


Response: \n the description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) and in figure 9 (see the 
“Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter), specific recreational activities are listed that would be 
authorized at each of the shoreline sites. The Final Environmental Impact Statement does not zone the 
shoreline line, as there ts inadequate space at cach of these sites to assign a specific area to a specific 
activity. The Final Environmental Impact Statement simply lists the mix of activities that are appropriate 
at a particular site; it does not list a single recreational activity as the primary recreational activity for any 
of the sites considered. Additional analysis would be needed to more specifically partition these areas. 
This zoning effort would be done in cooperation with the state agencies. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS20SR Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 
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General Comments 


Issue 3: The Nevada Division of Wildlife Should Be Recognized as a Partner in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: Nevada Division of Wildlife ts pleased to note the partnership and funding imitiatives on page 
13 for improvement to facilities at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area, but disappointed that the 
division was not identified as one of those partners. Considering the huge amount that the division has 
invested, we believe the division is a significant contributor to financial support and public and resource 
protection. 


Response: The National Park Service agrees and the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been 
revised to reflect the Nevada Division of Wildlife’s involvement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS20SE Nevada Division of Wildlife Public Agency 


Issue 4: Fishing Groups Not Consulted 


A 


Comment: Why were fishing groups not consulted during preparation of the plan? | work for Western 
Outdoor News and operate WON BASS. the largest fishing organization in the West. and have never been 
consulted. even though | have left my name. address. phone number. and email address several umes. 


Response: Fishing groups were consulted. Public mectings and workshops were held with the fishing 
groups on December 10, 1996 and July 17, 1996 and a presentation on the plan was made to Lake Mead 
Striper Club. Since the publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park 
Service has met with tournament fishing organizations to recerve comments. Although a particular 
individual may not have been contacted. the local fishing community has participated in the development 
of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. See appendix D for a listing of public mectings 
and presentations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOU9IRB Indi sdual 


Issue 8: Committee Should be Formed Involving Boaters/V isitors 


A 


Comment: A committee should be formed to get Lake Mead boaters and visitors together with the 
National Park Service to form a plan that would work for all involved. 


Response: Vt has been and will continue to be NPS policy to meet with any group that ts interested in 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Over the years, Lake Mead National Recreation Arca has 
participated in over 200 such mectings, listening to user organizations, local communities, and individuals 
throughout the planning process for this proyect. For example, the park has met with local user groups 
such as boaters. fisherman, skiers, and divers to address their concerns as recreation area users. See 
appendix D for a listing of public meetings and presentations. Changes have already been made in this 
Lake Management Plan in response to many of the 10,000 comments received during this public 
involvement process on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OOLSIB Indis dual 
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CONSULTATION AnD CooRrpInaTion 


Mead 


4 


Comment: The Bureau of Reclamation ts required by numerous laws, court decisions, and contracts 
known as the Law of the River. to make decisions and operate facilities, while considering other uses. 
such as a public recreation. whenever possible. It ts appropriate to recognize the full potential range of 
water operations of Lake Mead in order to properly plan and operate public recreation facilities. 
Recreation facilities at any water supply reservoir should be designated and built to work within the full 
range of the reservoir. 


Response: This Final Environmental Impact Statement corrects the omission and text has been included 
to describe the Bureau of Reclamation’s responsibility for management of the reservoir. The analysis of 
significantly lower water levels and the option for the Bureau of Reclamation to operate within the full 
range of the reservoir will be addressed in a future amendment to the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area General Management Plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 
OR D06E Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Issue 7: Questions About the Public Comment Process 


A 


Comment: Will a vote be taken of all citizens who utilize Lake Mead and pay their ducs to enjoy the 
water, or will the only vote considered be from those citizens who were able to attend one of the public 
meetings” Will there be any way to get the outcome of all of these public meetings and what the final 
decision will be. and when it will take effect’ 


Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 does not require a “vote” on selection of a 
preferred alternative by the public. It does require a federal agency, in this case the National Park Service. 
to make diligent efforts to involve the interested and affected public in the NEPA process (40 CFR 
1506.6). Agencies must also encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions that affect the 
quality of the human environment (40 CFR 1500.2). The public participation efforts undertaken by the 
Park Service over the past nine years are summarized in the “Consultation and Coordination” chapter. 
Public comments made at meetings, sent to the park in writing. and expressed orally are all taken into 
consideration in the decision-making process. While public comments may indicate a preference of a 
majority, the National Environmental Policy Act does not require the agency to select any particular 
alternative based solely on public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Park 
Service ts required to notify the public of its final decision no sooner than 30 days after the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is released to the public. The Record of Decision will be posted in the 
Federal Register and announced in local media to inform the public of the final decision. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
(266A Indi sdual 


Issue 8: Concern Over Lake Mead Public Mecting F ormat 


A 


Comment: \ read in the Review Journal that a ‘Public Hearing’ was to be at Cashman Field. | was greeted 
by a representative at the door and, after signing in, | asked if we would be given a chance to speak. | was 
told that it was not a public hearing. which the paper stated it was, and that | would need to comment in 
writing. 


Response’ The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 does not require public hearings be held to 
solicit comments on proposed federal actions, but rather it requires a public session, which can be either a 
workshop, hearing, or meeting (40 CFR 1506.6). The opportunity to express comments orally at a 
meeting can be followed in writing to make sure all comments are included in the public participation 


General Comments 


record. The National Park Service provided the opportunity to make verbal comments to a court 
stenographer at all NPS public meetings. and the Park Service also accepted writicn comments. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO3K3A Indy sdual 
Comment: The mectings are structured on purpose to dissipate minimize any group dissention. The 


format of the meetings are identical to the Forest Service mectings, where there can be no synergy or 
sharing of ideas from the public. just a handful of staffers, cach talking individually about a particular 
facet of a proposed plan. 


Response’ The commenters are correct in noting that there are many ways to solicit public input (see 
response to Issue 8 A above). Some individuals feel that a public “hearing™ format. where speakers are 
given an opportunity to express themselves for a limited amount of time. ts mtumidating. and they would 
rather speak individually to park staff, Other members of the public come to mectings for information and 
do not necessarily want to speak. Workshops are also an option where. in smaller group sessions. 
individuals have the opportunrty to converse with cach other, share ideas. and express opimons. The 
objectives of the public mectings were to (1) ensure all individuals had an opportunity to express oprmons 
and ask questions of those who prepared the plan: and (2) provide the opportunity to submit comments in 
writing or verbally to a court stenographer at the mecting of to submit written comments during the public 
comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. These objectives are in compliance with 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSISSAB Indis dual 


Comment’ Why were the public mectings front-end loaded. with all mectings being scheduled the first 30 
days of the 60-day public review period” It 1s understood that the reason for the public review pernod ts to 
allow interested and informed parties a reasonable opportunity to respond in person as well as in writing. 


Response’ The CEQ regulations that implement the National Environmental Policy Act require all federal 
agencies choosing to hold a public mput session do so no sooner than 30 days after the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is made available to the public (40 CFR 1506.6 and NPS Director's 
Order 12, 4.8 (F)). This ts considered adequate time to review and respond to the proposal. It 1s also 
considered fruitful to hold public sessions midway through the public comment penod to allow the public 
the opportunity to review the document. attend a session, gather information, and ask questions of park 
staff before submitting their written comments to the Park Service before the end of the comment penod. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 
UGS A Indis dual 


Issue 9: No Information Taken from People Who l se the Lake 


A 


Comment \ am surprised that the people who use and know the lake were not polled or questioned about 
their concerns and recommendations. An entire study was done without quizzing people who use the lake 


on a regular basts. 


Response’ The National Park Service visitor use survey (Gracfe and Holland 1997) involved over 

3,000 visitor interviews, which were conducted 1m the park at vanety of locations including the launch 
ramps and marinas. and in all of the 24 zones of the lakes. In addition, the National Park Service received 
over 1.500 completed survey booklets contaming visitor comments detasiing thei expernences on Lakes 
Mead and Mohave. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


A second visitor use survey was conducted by the Nevada Division of Wildlife in 1998 and involved 
approximately 800 visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Appendix B describes the results of visitor surveys as they relate to carrying capacity of the Lakes Mead 


and Mohave. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OO933A Individual 
B Comment: | recently became aware of an Environmental Impact Statement for Lake \icad National 


Recreation Area being drafted by the National Park Service. | am quite concerned because public hearings 
were held but none of them here in Searchlight. Why were we not advised or included in any of the 
hearings? 


Response: The community of Searchlight received the same notification as all other communities. The 
notice was published in the loca! newspapers announcing that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Lake Management Plan was available and when and where public sessions would be held. There were 
additional stories on the availability of the plan presented on local television and radio. The National Park 
Service held a public meeting in Searchlight (at the community's request) to discuss the lake management 
plan on June 19, 2002. Appendix D has been updated to include this meeting. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1431A Searchlight Town Advisory Board Organization 


Issue 10: Tourism Leaders Were Not Consulted 


A Comment: Although the National Park Service followed the results of the surveys in developing its [Lake 
Mead] management plan, the efficacy and accuracy of these surveys have been questioned because they 
were not necessarily geared toward the Laughlin-Bullhead City area and the type of tourists coming here. 
No local tourism industry input was provided in developing these surveys. 


Response: The National Park Service visitor use survey was developed in consultation with Dr. Alan 
Graefe of Pennsylvania State University. The initial survey was reviewed by a technical advisory 
committee comprised of Jerry Vaske of Colorado State University, Dick Crysdale with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Ray Murray with the National Park Service, and Laura Loomis with the National Parks and 
Conservation Association. It involved over 3,000 visitor interviews that were conducted tn the park, at 
variety of locations, including the launch ramps and marinas, and in all of the 24 zones of the lakes. In 
addition, the National Park Service received over 1,500 completed survey booklets providing visitor 
comments detailing their experiences on Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


A second visitor use survey was conducted by the Nevada Division of Wildlife in 1998 and involved 
approximately 800 visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


The surveys were primarily designed to identify issues to be addressed in this planning process and to 
help set the social carrying capacity for the different recreational opportunity settings. The design was 
developed under contract with Pennsylvania State University using a scientifically valid methodology that 
is explained in a 1997 report titled, An Analysis of Recreation Use and Associated Impacts at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (Graefe and Holland 1997). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS387B Laughlin Town Manager Organization 
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General Comments 


Issue 11: Poor Publicity on the Lake Management Plan 


A Comment: We feel there has not been adequate media coverage to inform the public about the Lake 
Management Plan and the public hearings. Since this matter affects all visitors and boaters to Lake Mead, 
this petition ts to show our objections to the proposed Lake Management Plan. 


Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area has followed the NPS policies and procedures for public 
notification concerning this planning effort. Notices of availability were published in the Federal Register 
by the National Park Service and the Environmental Protection Agency. Extensive scoping was conducted 
throughout this entire planning process as detailed in appendix D. Press releases or articles were published 
in all local regional newspapers in regions surrounding Lake Mead National Recreation Area. These 
include the Las Vegas Review Journal, Las Vegas Sun, Moapa Valley Progress, Kingman Miner, 
Meadview News, Laughlin Times, Mohave Valley Daily News, and the Boulder City News. 


Six public meetings were advertised and held in communities surrounding Lakes Mead and Mohave 
during the 60-day public comment period as listed in appendix D. Over 500 people attended the public 
meetings. 


Representatives of Lake Mead National Recreation Area were interviewed on all the Las Vegas television 
Stations as part of regional newscasts and special interviews, and information was included on the CBS 
Face to Face program in Las Vegas and on the Morning Show in Laughlin. Most of these were shown 
multiple times as part of various news broadcasts. There were also letters to the editor published in many 
of the newspapers. The National Park Service also provided supplemental press releases announcing the 
public meetings. 


The outcome of the public involvement efforts generated over 10,000 comment letters, the most ever 
received in a planning effort at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. In summary, the National Park 
Service feels there was adequate public notification of the availability of the plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORORIB Friends of Lake Mead Organization 
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APPENDIX 


Analysis of Recreational Carrying Capacity 


Issue 1: Carrying Capacity Analysis is Flawed 


A 


146 


Comment: Commenters stated that the visitor survey used to determine carrying capacity ts outdated and 
not representative of current visitor conditions and experiences at Lakes Mead and Lake Mohave. 


Response: The carrying capacity for Lakes Mead and Mohave is based on physical and social factors. 
Carrying capacity methodology is discussed in appendix B in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The social portion of the analysis is based on a visitor use survey that was conducted in 1993 and 1994, 
with a final report prepared in 1997. Additional survey work conducted by the Nevada Division of 
Wildlife in 1998 produced findings similar to the 1993-1994 survey, reconfirming the earlier work. The 
physical components of the lakes’ carrying capacity are based on miles of usable shoreline and acres of 
water. These are contemporary measurements and are not affected by time. Therefore, the park feels the 
carrying capacity is representative of current visitor conditions and experiences on Lakes Mead and 
Mohave. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O19S3A, 01953 G, 07151 B.C, Individual 
O1665 F 


Comment: The visitor survey referred to in the carrying capacity analysis may not reflect a representative 
sample of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave visitors. In addition, the survey may only reflect social 
conditions on the lakes at peak use and or during extreme temperatures. 


Response: The National Park Service visitor use survey was developed in consultation with Dr. Alan 
Graefe of Pennsylvania State University. The initial survey was reviewed by a technical advisory 
committee comprised of Jerry Vaske of Colorado State University, Dick Crysdale with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Ray Murray with the National Park Service, and Laura Loomis with the National Parks and 
Conservation Association. It involved over 3,000 visitor interviews that were conducted in the park at 
variety of locations including the launch ramps and marinas, and in all 24 zones of the lakes. In addition, 
the National Park Service received over 1,500 completed survey booklets providing detail on their 
experiences on Lakes Mead and Mohave. 


A second visitor use survey was conducted by the Nevada Division of Wildlife in 1998 and involved 
approximately 800 visitors to Lake Mead National Recreation Area. This survey is discussed in the 
“Recreational Use of the Lakes” section in the “Affected Environment” chapter. 


The visitor use surveys were conducted every month for a 16-month period, beginning in May 1993 and 
continuing through September 1994, Over this period, the survey examined conditions that included peak 
periods but also low-use periods. The plan only set capacities for the peak use period as they are not 
necessary for the remainder of the year. See appendix B in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Analysis of Recreational Carrving Capacity 


The surveys were primarily designed to identify issues to be addressed in this planning process and to 
help set the social carrying capacity for the different recreational opportunity settings. The design was 
developed under contract with Pennsylvania State University using a scientifically valid methodology that 
is explained in a 1997 report titled, 4n Analysis of Recreation Use and Associated Impacts at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (Graefe and Holland 1997). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O1665F, 01680 B, O8528 F Individual 


Issue 2: Review Facility Numbers in General Management Plan 


A 


Comment: Review the number of slips, boat rentals, and other activities approved in the General 
Management Plan with area stakeholders. Because of new working relationships, the increase in facilities 
from 1986 through 1994 may have resulted in reduced impacts. 


Response: The park has reviewed the number of slips, boat rentals, and other commercial, as well as 
public lake access facilities that are presented in the General Management Plan. The launch capacity was 
calculated for each facility and presented in tables 21, 22, 23, and 24 under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative C). These capacities were compared to the distribution of boats from each of the 
launch facilities and mapped by zone. The revised capacities are consistent with the boating levels in 
management zoning included under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OSO090B Individual 


Summary of Operations Under Forecasted Water Elevation 


Issue 1: Misleading or Incorrect Information Presented 


A 


Comment: The purpose of the “Summary of Operations Under Forecasted Water Elevations” table on 
page 282 (appendix D in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement) is unclear and may be misleading. 
Hoover Dam and Lake Mead were authorized and constructed for the purpose of controlling floods, 
improving navigation, and regulating flow of the Colorado River, for the storage and delivery of water for 
irrigation and domestic uses, and for electrical energy generation. A graph, table, or section on the full 
range of operations and associated hydrology at Lakes Mead and Mohave would be beneficial. 


Response: Information on the operation of fluctuating water levels of Lake Mead are addressed in other 
planning documents. We cite the Bureau of Reclamation’s Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Colorado River Interim Surplus Criteria, December 2000 in the introduction to appendix C in this Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The predicted future range of operations and associated hydrology at 
Lake Mead is provided in that document. 


The National Park Service is in the initial phase of assessing the impact of future lake fluctuations in a 
separate environmental analysis. This document is proposed to investigate the impact of the fluctuating 
reservoir on commercial and public launch facilities and other recreational operations at Lake Mead. 
Scoping on this analysis may start in 2003 or 2004. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8206P Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment. Revise the phrase “mean seal level” to read “mean sea level” in several places in appendix D, 
page 283, table D-1. 


Response: Corrections have been made. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OX206Q Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 
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REFERENCES 


General Comments 


issue 1: Studies Used to Develop the Lake Mead Management Plan 


A Comment: Comments were received on the references used to develop the Lake Management Plan. 


Response: All references that were provided by commenters were reviewed and included in the 
“References and Index” chapter in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
08595. OR207, OR204 Bluewater Network Organization 
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MISCELLANEOUS TOPICS 


General Comments 


Issue 1: Additions of New Text or Corrections to Existing Text 


A 


sy 


Comment: Appendix B, table B-4 (p. 268) should be referenced on page 35 in the “Alternative A: No 
Action™ section in the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter. under “Recreational Opportunity 
Zoning.” third paragraph, second sentence, and in table 2. 


Response: Statement has been incorporated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8206H Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: Insert the following statements under Management History of the Recreation Area on page 99: 
(1) paragraph |: “Davis Dam and Lake Mohave were authorized on April 26, 1941, by the Secretary of 
the Interior and constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. Davis Dam provides reregulation of the 
Colorado River below Hoover Dam and facilitates water delivery to Mexico as required by treaty.” (2) 
paragraph 6, third sentence: insert at the end of the sentence “ and the security areas at and around both 
Hoover and Davis Dams.” 


Response: Statements have been incorporated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O82061, OR 206 K Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment. Information in the “Executive Summary” (table ES-6) ts inconsistent with the results presented 
in table 40 on page 119. In table ES-6 under alternative C, “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.” “some 
beneficial effects” is listed under impacts. In table 40, under alternative C, the statement “wildlife would 
be displaced and the habitat would be removed as a result of construction activities” ts inconsistent with 
the statement “some beneficial results” presented in the “Executive Summary.” See also “Threatened and 
Endangered Species.” desert tortoise. A negative impact to the tortotse is also summarized as “some 
beneficial impacts” in table ES-6. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has revised intormation in the “Executive 
Summary” and under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). Table ES-6 and table 42 use the 
conclusion statement from each alternative described to provide the reader with summary conclusion 
statements by topic under cach alternative. Table 42 describes all the potential impacts from cach 
alternative. whether short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation 
OX 2061 Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: Add “mean sea level” after feet in numerous locations such as in the “Executive Summary,” 
under “Project Location,” first paragraph, last sentence, after 1,126. Additionally, when other information 
in the document ts referenced in text, such as table 2, the page number of the referenced information 
should be included. 


General Comments 


G 


Response. Comment has been incorporated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
O8206C, OS206 D Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: The following changes to the “Affected Environment” chapter. “Recreational Uses of the 
Lakes” section, were suggested: (1) Lake Operating Levels. page 111. first paragraph, first sentence: 
“This plan addresses park management for Lake Mead between water elevations 1.180 and 1.210 feet 
above mean sea level.” (2) Page 111. last paragraph, middle of right page. second sentence: Add “boats” 
after 60,000. (3) Lake Operating Levels, page 112. paragraph at top of page: Replace the two existing 
paragraphs with the following: ~ On Lake Mead, the average daily elevation for the last 10 years (1991 
through 2002) was 1,193.9 feet above mean sea level. The elevation of 1,221.4 feet above mean sea level 
represents the clevation at the top of the spillway gates. On July 12, 1983, a maximum water surface 
elevation of 1,225.85 feet above mean sea level was reached on Lake Mead. The theoretical minimum 
elevation required to generate power is 1,083 feet above mean sea level. and the minimum elevation 
required for the operation of the Southern Nevada Water Authority's original intake facility is 1.050 feet 
above mean sca level.” 


For the past 10 years (1992 through 2002) Lake Mead has operated between water surface clevations 
1.154 and 1.215 feet above mean sea level. Lake Mead may increase or decrease its operating levels due 
to the adoption of Colorado River Interim Surplus Criteria by the Bureau of Reclamation and the above or 
below normal snowpack conditions. The Surplus Criteria will determine the surplus water conditions in 
the lower Colorado River Basin for the time period 2002 through 2016. The impacts on recreational 
resources from this action have been addressed in the Colorado River Interim Surplus Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, December 2000, prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR 2000). 
A summary of the impacts as they relate to the park operation of Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts 
found in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, appendix D. 


Response’ Comments have been incorporated 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
OS206D Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: Lake Mead National Recreation Area maps in the text should show the security boundary areas 
around Hoover and Davis Dams and note that these dams are administered by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Response’ Where the scale allows, the maps have been revised as suggested. 


Public Comment Commenter Affiliation 
OS QI06A Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Comment: On pages xiii and 7 under the “Rural Natural Setting” heading. the text indicates that some 
types of boating and water activities are restricted. To enhance clarity, change the wording to read “At 
times, some boating and water activities may be restricted duc to hazardous, or other conditions” to 
enhance clarity. 


Response’ Comment has been incorporated. 


Public Comment Commenter {fliliation 
OG75S2A Indiv dual 


1S] 


MISCELLANEOUS Topics 


H Comment: Reword statement on page 27 that addresses alcohol-free high-use areas and shorelines to 
“Some problem areas may be designated alcohol-free if deemed to be in the best interest of the public.~ 


Response: Comment has been incorporated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
06752B Individual 


/ Comment: Change and add the following to the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter, page 13. the 
“Other Plans, Policies, and Actions Considered™ section under “Reclamation Surplus Water Criteria” in 
the first sentence end the sentence after “Colorado River Basin™ and begin the next sentence with 
“Beginning in calendar year 2002. the interim surplus criteria will begin and would extend through 2016.~ 


Response: Suggested change has been incorporated. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
OR 20606 Bureau of Reclamation Public Agency 


Issue 2: Impact of Regulations or Area Restrictions at Lake Mead National Recreation Area on Users 


4 Comment: Arizona Game and Fish Department cannot support regulation of public waterways according 
to watercraft type as proposed in the draft. However, they can support restriction of watercraft use to 
protect natural resources. 


Response: The Lake Management Pian does not propose to regulate public waterways by watercraft type. 
The proposal identifies and manages for five distinct recreational settings as described by a variety of 
factors presented in table | in this Final Environmental Impact Statement. To achieve the desired 
primitive and semiprimitive recreational settings. the size and type of motors ts limited as well as speed. 
The desired recreation settings are more fully described in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ONYKS] Anzona Game and Fish Department Public Agency 


B Comment: Commeniers indicated concerns about too many regulations or restrictive policies that limit 
their access and ability to recreate at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 


Response: The regulations proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C) are described 
in the “Objectives for Taking Action” section of the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. The 
restrictions are designed to achieve specific goals of providing a range of recreational settings and 
improved visitor safety while protecting park resources and values from impairment. There ts also an 
additional goal of moving toward unified boating regulations for all boaters on Lakes Mead and Mohave. 
This last goal demands close coordination with the states of Arizona and Nevada who manage state 
specific boating regulations. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation. 
OLORSA, O1687 B, O1807 A. OTRO Indiy dual 
(01844 A. 01902 A O1896C, 

form DIA 


Issue 3: Fluctuating Water Levels at Lake Mead 


4 Comment: Commenters expressed concern and a lack of understanding as to why water levels continue to 
decline in Lake Mead. 
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General Comments 


Response: Lake Mead water levels are administered by the Bureau of Reclamation. On Lake Mead. the 
average daily clevation for the last 10 years (1991 through 2002) was 1,193.9 feet above mean sea level. 
The elevation of 1,221.4 feet above mean sea level represents the clevation at the top of the spillway 

gates. On July 12, 1983. a maximum water surface clevation of 1,225.85 fect above mean sea level was 
reached on Lake Mead. The theoretical minimum clevation required to generate power ts 1083 fect above 
mean sea level, and the minimum elevation required for the operation of the Southern Nevada W ater 
Authority's original intake facility ts 1,050 feet above mean sea level. Refer to “Lake Operating Levels” 
section in the “Affected Environment™ chapter. 


For the past 10 years (1992 through 2002) Lake Mead has operated between water surface clevations 
1.154 and 1.215 feet above mean sea level. Lake Mead may increase or decrease its operating levels duc 
to the adoption of Colorado River Interim Surplus Criternta by the Bureau of Reclamation and the above or 
below normal snowpack conditions. The Surplus Criteria will determine the surplus water conditions in 
the lower Colorado River Basin for the time period 2002 through 2016. The impacts on recreational 
resources from this action have been addressed in the Colorado River Interim Surplus Criteria Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, December 2000, prepared by the Burcau of Reclamation (BOR 2000). 
A summary of the impacts as they relate to the park operation of Lake Mead National Recreation Area ts 
found in appendix C of this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: {fliliation 
OX9TIAB Incdis sdual 


Issue 4: Lake Management Plan Proposed Actions and Language Should Represent How Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Will Be Managed 


A 


Comment: Commenters stated that future administrators at Lake Mead National Recreation Arca may 
interpret the Lake Management Plan differently than the current administration. Therefore. the plan must 
be articulate and concise on how the National Recreation Arca should be managed to prevent future 
misinterpretation. 


Response: The Record of Decision will clearly articulate the final plan as approved by the Pacific West 
regional director of the National Park Service. The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been 
revised to clarify desired recreational settings (see table 1) and regulations to achieve these settings. 


Public Comment Commenter Wffiltateon 
OXSISAB Irocdes echual 


Issue 5: Concerns Related to Current Concession Operations 


Comment’ Commenters stated the National Park Service should be involved in solving the current 
problems plaguing the Las Vegas Bay Marina: green algae: growing delta: and lack of facilities 


Response’ The National Park Service ts actively involved in addressing the issues facing the continued 
operation of the Las Vegas Bay Marina. A separate environmental assessment was released in September 
2002 that addresses the relocation of this maria to a separate location within the Boulder Basin, and the 
marina was temporarily relocated to Horsepower Cove in October 2002 


Water quality ts a very important issue at Lake Mead National Recreation Area. Park resource managers 
are working with the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum to coordinate monitoring, identity issues related to 
water quality, and seck solutions to the threats to water quality at Lake Mead. Park manayers are also 
working with the Las Vegas Wash Coordination Commitice to develop a Las Vegas Wash comprehensive 
adaptive management plan with the goal of mumproving the quality of water entering Lake Mead. The 
National Park Service tries to have a representative at cach mecting. and we keep informed through 
clectrome mail, newsletters, and by phone 


VISCELLANEOLUS Topics 


The National Park Service ts also working with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Clean Water Coalition 
to address the issues related to the discharge of treated effluent from Las Vegas Wash into Lake Mead. 
Recently. the National Park Service started working with these other entities to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement to address alternatives. issues, and analyze the potential impacts associated with the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a Systems Conveyance and Operations Program. The goal of 
this program ts to maintain the quality and integrity of the treated wastewater as it increases through time, 
and to reduce erosion within Las Vegas Wash. 


The location and capacity of marina and launch ramp facilities are addressed in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. The size and location of marinas as well as launch facilities are 
included in tables 21, 22. 23. and 24 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
ORSIKE, ORS9O B Las Vegas Bay Maria Business 


Comment: Concessions are providing most of the services to public because the National Park Service 
lacks the necessary funds: yet the proposed Lake Management Plan restricts the ability of concession 
operations to grow. 


Response: Throughout the National Park Service. concessioners provide commercial services to support 
needs of both the park and the visitor. At Lake Mead National Recreational Area, the concessioners 
provide commercial services to support boating operations. These include boat storage. boat rental and 
maintenance, food service. fuel service, and retail store operations. These services are sized to meet the 
public demand and to provide a range of recreational settings. In the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, there ate proposed increases in commercial services. 


The public facilities are provided and maintained by the National Park Service. These include all launch 
ramps. courtesy docks, restrooms, picnic areas, campgrounds, and fish cleaning stations. In addition, the 
National Park Service provides the basic infrastructure for all operations both commercial and public. 
These include the roads and many of the parking areas as well as the drinking water and wastewater 
sysicms. 


There ts a mix of commercial and public facilities within Lake Mead National Recreation Arca. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement establishes the capacity of each of the facilities and identifies where new 
facilities are appropriate to meet the needs of both the park and the visitor. Refer to table A-1 in 

appendix A in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment Commenter Affiliation: 
O8SIRH Las Vegas Bay Marina Business 


Issue 6: Relationship of Lake Management Plan to National Park Service F unding Constraints 


4 
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Comment: As described in the “Operations” section i the “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” chapter in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement the Natwonal Park Service has proposed a complex set of 
alternatives that cannot be implemented duc to a lack of funding. 


Response” Funding ts an issue even under the existing conditions. This constraint should not prevent the 
National Park Service from setting desired recreation goals for recreational use of the waters of Lakes 
Mead and Mohave. As part of implementation of the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). the 
National Park Service would pursue alternatives to traditional funding sources to mect the objectives 
identified in the “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” chapter. 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area will incorporate the operational needs identified in the final 
Environmental Impact Satement into the prnorities submitted annually under the Operating Formulation 


General Comments 


System at the National Park System. This administrative system ts in place for park units to identify 
operational needs. The Lake Mead National Recreation Area operating budget has increased 
approximatcly 60° « over the past 10 years: thus, future budget increases are anticipated. 


Public Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 
03665B Inds sdual 


Comment: The Lake Management Plan appears to be a vehicle intended to lobby for additional funding 
by presenting the perception of overcrowding. visitor conflicts. and chronic understaffing. 


Response: All data presented in this document concerming cr-«ding, visitor conflict, and staffing are the 
result of operational survey or audit information found in appendix B in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Wt is reasonable to disclose information to the public during the planning process that could 
affect implementation of a proposed action. Completed planning documents are often used to support 
requests for additional funds. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
03665D indi sdual 


Issue 7: Commercial Boating Capacity 


A 


Comment: How was the number of commercial boats at Lake Mohave determined? With the constraints 
on number of slips at Katherine Landing. should the number of commercial rental boats be reduced? 


Response’ The number of commercial boats was determined by adding the number of slips. dry storage 
spaces, and number of rental boats. In the development of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
existing level of public and commercial services was accepted as a baseline. None of the alternative: 
considered a reduction in launch capacities, as there was no justification to do so from a physical or social 


carrying capacity perspective. 


Public Comment Commenter Affiliation 
OlkI16OD Indis sdual 


issue 8: Paddlecraft Launch Permits 


4 


Comment: The proposed increase in paddle usage ts a good thing. Currently, it 1s necessary to plan cach 
trip a year in advance to get the permits necessary to launch in the upper canyon. Many times it ts not 
possible to obtain permits, even a year in advance 


Response’ The modified preterred alternative (alternative C) in this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement proposes to increase the canoe and kayak launches during the period when the river is managed 
for primitive and semuprimitive recreational settings. During semmprimitive settings. the launches can be 
increase to 45 launches per day and i the primitive settings to 60 launches per day. One condition of the 
imcrease in launch permits ts that only 30 canoes kayaks would be rssued permits to camp, all others will 
be for day trips only. This increase in permits should case the pressure to secure weekend reservations 


Publi Comment Commenter {Hilhation 
Oot Inds dual 


Comment The Lake Management Plan states there is a six-month waiting pernod tor paddlecraft launch 
permits. This is not correct. While reservations are only taken six months om advance, this has nothing to 
do with availability. In actuality, the number of permits used verses the number available ts low. For the 


1SS 
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months of April and May 2002. only 58°« of the available permits were used. These two months are the 
most popular time for paddlecraft visitors and have the highest usage by this group. As of June 10, 2002. 
for the six-month period from June threugh November, 72° of the launch permuts are still available. This 
means that only 28" are booked. The Lake Management Plan proposal ts to increase by 30" « to 100" the 
number of paddlecraft permits issued. This increase will be possible only be restricting usage by the 
boating visitor. This does not seem to benefit the public as a whole when the paddlecrafi visitors are not 
using this area to tts Capacity. 


Response: While the permit information provided ts accurate. visitors wanting to canoe or kayak on a 
Saturday must secure their permit 90 days in advance or the date will be booked. For some periods of the 
year. Saturdays can be booked four to five months in advance. The modified preferred alternative 
(alternative C) states that launches could increase from 30 to 60 permits on the two days per week when 
no motors are authorized and 45 permits per day when the area ts managed for a semiprimutive setting. A 
maximum of 30 permits per day will include camping in Black Canyon. 


Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative C). on Lake Mohave. the primitive and 
senmmpnimitive areas would include Black Canyon above Willow Beach. In this arca. temporal zoning 
would be applied. providing a range of recreational settings. The area would be managed for a primitive 
setting two days per week on a year-round basis. Between Labor Day and Memorial Day. the arca would 
be managed for a semuprimitive setting five days per week. During the summer months between 
Memorial Day and Labor Day, the areca would be managed for a rural natural setting with only 
houseboats. waterskiing. and wakeboarding prohibited. Personal watercraft use would be monitored 
during this period and restricted if the safety of lake users becomes an tssuc. This will be determined by 
reported conflict formation and boating incidents. Horsepower restrictions would be in place to 
implement the semiprimitive zoning. limiting all watercraft to a maximum horsepower of 65. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 
CNr9 1 Indiy sdual 
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message Contents Gentieman, this letter is written for the purpose of formal obyection to the economic restnctions containec 
i Alternative C of the above mentoned Pian | nave been a major property owner and resident of tne 
Laughlin community for 24 years and feel thal whe we ali encourage the preservation of the natural 
resource this goal C@n and must be actweved through the clear understanding and cooperation with the 
ee 8 aieh thie on commercial interests within the park as well as the Community commercial interesis Cependant in a iarge 
Yead Management Plan txt degree by recreational facility improvement and operation. Alternative C, i feel fails to provide any 
improvements to the Katherine Landing faciity anc clearly sets the stage for the continued detearation of 
thus aging facility for many years to come. The Katherine Landing faciity is and nas Deen for many years 2 
total embarrassment to the tri-state communities in which il is located Whie at the same time cemand 
from Doth the tounst and local residents have clearly shown to be the manna with the greatest cemand for 
€xDansion anc improvement. it has been clear for many years and is again evident through the selection 
of Alternatve C that Park Service has no imtent to provide the material capital mnprovements neeced at 
Katherine Landing or alternatively enter mito Concession agreements with a term long enough to provide 
incependent contractors a reasonable rate of return on them investrent 
The recommendations uncer this plan appear to provide mprovements (to Cottonwood Cove and 
@ new launch facility in the Eldorado Canyon) at locations which are maccessibie to the communities anc 
tournsts to Mohave County, Bullhe  : City and Laughlin. One would have to be naive to ttunk that the 
capital expenditures at these locations and without funding for major access roadway to these locations 
through seventy miles of Highway 95 and 14 mies from Searchlight to Cottonwood Cove will in anyway be 
justfied It would appear that this plan has totally ignored the recreational element of Lake Mohave and 
has and will in the future consider that less recreational use will yeid the Park Service's pre-ordained 
obyective, both now and in the future 
The basis for thus plan ts based upon what | feel to be an obsolete and biased survey which fails 
even the ost basic of tests of objective ndependence in that many years have passed since the survey 
informaton was obtained and the peak use weekends that the survey assumes for estabiistung \ake load 
factors | feel and would encourage that both the method and timing of survey information gathering 
should be objectively conducted by an ndependent party other than the same or any related regulatory 
agency charged with preparation and adoption of thus Plan and be coordinated with both the commun.bes 
and the concessionaies that will have to suffer the economic impacts of the Pian. This Pian fails to meet 
this Desic standard 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments 


Robert Bilbray, President 
Bilbray industies inc 
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William K Dickinson 


Superm@endent 

National Park Service 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Boulder Highway 

Boulder Cay, NV 89905-2426 


Dear Supenntendent Dickinson 


The purpose of this letter ts to express my opwuon on the Lake Management Plan | have 
gone through the plan and the many alternatrves and scenanos | do believe a plan ts 
necded to protect and manage the many resources on | ake Mead and Lake Mohave 
while supportung the future needs of our visitors and concessonaies 


The following concerns were based on my pout of view from being a recreation user and 

also from having a financia! imerest on Lake Mead The key to developing this plan is 

not to dumumsh the visitor's experience or to clumunate the concessionaire s financial 

giowlh opportunities 

| Here a Callville we were under the impresmon from the DCP that our houseboat 
maximum was 75 and not 65 as stated in the | ake Management Plan and would like 
to see the 75 boats be maintained 

2 Also with the number of wet slips that were allocated mm the DCP at 1050, the only 
alternative to maintain this would be A The services here at Callville can easy support 
this amount along with the available lake access 
PWC’'S should not be ban from the lake, wath the new technogly that has been 
developed, PWC'S have become more environmentally fnendly | would agree with 
eliminating the carburetor two-stroke engines by 2012 and the banning in the 
established 2° of the Lake Mead area 

4 Parking area's, | would like to have the amount of authorized parking to 
accommodate the increase in wet sips, with alternatrve D being the most favorable 
with 537 single spaces 

5S Shoreline refueling of all boats not just PWC'S should continue to be illegal and 
banning portable fuel tanks should be enforced wohin the park Lake Mead 's water 
quality can improve through public education and awareness and the enforcemert of 
iliegal shoreline refueling 

6 Portable touets, | agree with the concept of all overmght campers be required to have 
a portable toniet, Caliville would agyee to sel] these unns, | would be oppose to the 
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idea of renting these units out due to the possible health nsks to Callville’s 
employee’s and the possible liability from the renters. 

Boater education, I do believe in having boater education in order to operate a vessel 
within Lake Mead, but there would be have to be some type of a program that would 
allow visitors to rent boats, especially our foreign visitors. 

100° wake jess zone from shoreline. I believe this could potentially be a problem 
within narrow parts of the main channel here at Lake Mead, especially with low 
water. | do agree with the zone in heavy visited parts of the lake for safety reasons 
Through boater education, boaters can learn of there responsibility when it relates to 
the boarts wake and that they are also accountable for any damage caused by there 
boats wake 

Black canyon ban on motorized vessels and horse power restrictions Being a trout 
fisherman I enjoy the waters from the dam to willow beach especially during the 
winter months when fishing is more rewarding and | believe it would not be in the 
best interest for any person who uses a motorized vessel to fish only from Memorial 
weekend to Labor day weekend 


I thank you for your time and consideration in allowing me to respond to the Lake 
Management Plan I feel very strongly that we need to protect and manage our 
environment for the enjoyment of our future visitors 


Managcr 
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FPirzoippons & ANDERSON LAME-09059 


Firzorspons & ANDERSON LAME-09059 a cueeesnaten eameniinnamn > of 2 
" ™ page 1 of 2 wanow Seach page 
May 29, 2002 
May 23, 2002 


As you may recall from our previous Conversations and those that | also had with Jim 
Holland. i have been fishung the waters above Willow Beach, mostly up near Hoover Damn for 


Witham K. Dickinson the past fortyseven years. Not only to fish, but to enjoy the great scenery, the wiidiife, the 
Superintendent camping, the waterfalls, the hot springs and believe it or not, for the solitude, particularty 
LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA @arty in the morning and during the night 
601 Nevada Hwy 
Boulder City, Nv 89005-2426 ican see no valid reason to exclude us inboard/outboard boat owners from this most 
enjoyable area. if nave some reasons | don't know about, please now 
re restricting motorized boat to 65 Np in semi-primitive areas Suan ditnee Ghaenendidar eer anaaaaanameal ae 
Dear Bil! r 2 
YOu and | curresponded on this subject tast year 
in regard to restricting motorized craft tc 65 hp or jess, ths would be inflicting 
damage on the proposed semi primitive areas Dy polluting both the air and the water with ; 
oll and gasoline laden smoke plus the high noise levels which the old type outboards create PF-DF 
cc Jim Holland 
inboard outboard boats, which many sf not most of us now Own and use to enyoy your Park Planner 


proposed serm-primitive areas are possessed OF four Cycle engines wich are far less polluting 
to the air and water, and more quieter. The four Cywie engine uses jess Gasoline and does not 
use 2 gasoline ol! muxture which the oid style a: t-Doards do 


Although there are new four Cyc Out Dos ds, they are expensive and are in the vast 
rrenority when compared with the twa cycle © f-Doards now in use. i wil be many years 
before these old style out-Doards are ali worn out and repiaced by The new four cycle out 
boards Meanwhile, your 65 np and under regulation will inflrct Nundreds if not thousands 
of old style out-Doards into your proposed semi crimitive areas with the resulting 
unacceptable potiution of air and water and uracceptabie noise levets 


Tris letter is to ask you to please recamige 


As an alternative proposal, boats with cau! -eoards tu 65 Np or less and boats with the 
i-Doard - out-board four cycle type engines to 760 hrcepower 


This way you are not pottuting and damage. ‘he errvironment quite so badly and you 
are not Giscrimmunating against those of us who Gwhr inboard outboard four cycle type 
engines 


My own boat 6 219 foot open boat with a 170 hp inboard/outboard four cycie engine 
Twenty years ago | purchased this to replace my 45 hp 16 foot open boat. To my pleasant 
surprise, what | had been told about the 170 Np using far less gasoline proved to be correct 
The four cycle inboard/outboard uses approximately one third the ammount of gasoline that 
the 45 np outboard did for the same time ard distance. | would estimate the noise level is 
no more than 20 % of the outboard 
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special events, beach and lake clean-ups. and others, and values the operative and 
june 18, 2002 beneficial relationstup woth all the Lake Mead staff 


Thank you for your consideration of these comments 
Me Wikam Oviinson 


Supenmendert 
Lane Mead Natonal Recreation Area 


Sincerely 
601 Nevada Hagtwnay Kawasaki Motors Corp. US A 
Bousder City NV 89005 


-_—™" 

Re Drah Envronmenta impact Statement, Late Manage ert Plan - Like, ™ 
<— - 

Dear Mr Dicdunson Sc ih ty 


Kawasaki Motors Corp. U SA (KMC") prowdes rese comments to the Lake Mead Roger F Hagre 
NRA’s Lane Management Plan Draft Environmental Assessment and specthcallly to fe D ‘ Public Affai 
tssue Of contnwed use Of personal wateru af (PWC) at Lake Maad NRA ’ aur 


KMC, and @s nearly 600 Catiorma based emptoyees strongly support the adapton of 
the Draft Management Plan's “Alternative C~ The management approach wil allow 
Connued access by the pubic to the pubic lands and eaters of Lane Mead and Lake 
Mojyave white providing management situcture and toots to the NPS to preserve 
recrestonal apportunives for generatons af Arnencans to core #MC has sume 
concerns thal the Draft EIS echoes some of the tallactes and moorrect assumptons tht 
have plagued the whole process of NPS's exarumabon of the ssue of PWC use On 
balance. however, @ 1s refrestung and comforting that Lave Mead beteves PWC use 
betongs here 


KMC. etecth detributes Kawasat JET SK waters afi nm the United States « a tong 
tre supporter of responsiite recreation on pubiec lands and waters On ts own 
ewhattve. and as one of the founders of the Persona! Watercraft industry Assoastiion 
(CPWIA"), KIMC has pushed for mandatory education af fe state evel, 1 supported 
eflectve law enforcement trough grants miormabonal ro sources and the availatlity of 
toan watercraft used by thousands of publ« safety agences across te Courtry 


Kawasati's current ine of JET SH walercrafi 6 the Geanest. quetest. and most socallly 
resporsitte we have ever offered yet we fully mitend to do more Future modets wil 
contswe to offer enproved tow-emrssions technotiogy. and innovators such 45 our 
“Smart Steenng” system, and we firmly bebeve the owners ff ou watercraft have the 
night to access public waters. such as the Lake Mead NRA. as long as they operate 
respurrsitty 


The staff at Lake Mead NRA are to be comme»nded for then diigert and responsitte 
approach to exarurang the future of Lake Mead and the use of PWC as an integral part 
of thai future KIM has worked with LMNRA staff on numerous cocasions for demos 
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Dock Boat Sales 


June 24, 2002 


Wilham Dickinson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 

Boulder City, NV 89005 


Dear Mr. Dickinson: 


| understand the need for an environmental! impact statement for Lake Mead and possibly 
a lake management plan to plan for the future needs of Lake Mead. However, how can 
you plan for the future when the data used is already eight to nine years old? sing 
visitor stats that have been challenged by the concessioners for as long as they have been 
published. 


You speak of social over crowding and shoreline conflicts. [ went to one of the Lake 
Management meeting. The slides that were shown characterizing the overcrowded 
conditions were very miss leading. They showed boats tied together to form a type of 
istand. This was not do to overcrowded conditions but preferred social activity. They 
showed backed up launch ramps with two to three hour wait for launching this is not the 
normal conditions on the launch ramps. Many times launch wait times could be expeditec 
if there were good ramps conditions with proper get ready and launch lanes. Instead of 
limiting use of these facilities, National Park Service should properly maintain them. 

In light of these presentations | question how the inquiries where made concerning the 
over crowded conditions to the public? [E: Would you have preterred to see fewer boats 
on the water, and people on the shoreline? Or would you have preferred to make a 
reservation to come to the lake and see fewer people and boats? You can word anything 
to your advantage if you are only giving part of the information. | also wonder who 
figured that only 7% of Lake Mead’s shoreline is usable for recreation purposes? (Page 
260) I'm sure the Lake would be much easier to manage if there were fewer visitors! 


Authorized Concessionaire of the Nationa! Park Service 
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If shoreline conflict is a real problem why did the National Park Service allow the 
turnouts on the Lake Shore Rd to be built with more shoreline access to the lake? Does 
this parking take away from the parking allowed at Las Vegas Bay Marina and Lake 
Mead Marina? In the existing General Management Pian the Las Vegas Bay Marina is 
shown as having 2250. Now, the Las Vegas Bay gets 288 (Table 20:Commerical Marina 
Services at Lake Mead Under Alternative C) parking spaces for 635 slips and 388 dry 
storage 47 rental boats plus anybody wanting to come down to eat in our restaurant or 
just enjoy sitting on the patio. | believe this takes away from our nght to make a profit. 
Not only have you taken away our only growth potenual which was only in rental boats 
you propose stopping the visitor trom getting here to rent a boat or to use their boats that 
are stored here. This is directly against the PL 105-391, reasonable opportunity for the 
concessioner to make a profit. The only marina in the boulder basin allowed any growth 
is Callville, yet this ts where you predict visitor management will be required first, is this 
good planning? Callville has had the ability for many years to build additional slips yet 
they chose not to. If given the opportunity we would have built additional slips sometime 
ago, to accommodate our customers and their needs. Given the choice of less dry storage 
and more slips we would definitely chose more slips, as this would better accommodate 
the visitor's needs 


You address the issue of illegal shoreline fueling (page 79); in asking park personal no 
one could tell me transferring of fuel out on the lake was illegal. spilling yes but not the 
transferring, yet again you limit access to the marinas. Somewhere you have to stop and 
use common sense and figure out what the visitor needs are! Environmental regulations 
are very important and should be top pnionty with the National Park Service. But it is 
your responsibility to help the visitor and rangers understand the issues, the fixes and 
make available to the public the proper methods to correct these situations not just to 
make regulations against them. 


Let's look at the real problem with the water quality at Lake Mead, millions of gallons of 
effluent water dumped into it daily. Degradation of the water quality causing major algac 
blooms is not from the illegal fueling, PWC/two stroke engines or from the overcrowded 
conditions but from this effluem water, yet it is barely mentioned, no new regulations for 
management or control. Nevada Water Quality Standards have already been exceeded, 
what did the National Park Service do about it? (See chart attached) 


A wake less speed around the penmeter of the Lake is unenforceable. Nevada and 
National Park Service both have existing regulations of 100 ft from water-skiers. and 
bathers 


Glass beverage containers and Styrofoam being prohibited is a good thought however. 
the only people that it wall affect is the concessioners. We will stop selling glass and 
Styrofoam. I have already done this for beverage container except were it is only offered 
in glass i.¢.; wine and wine coolers. | have tried for many years to replace Styrofoam ice 
chest and “to go” cups. However, the economics of this is a Styrofoam cup cost 
approximately 2cents each and a paper hot/cold cup cost 7 cents each. Styrofoam we 
chest resales for less than four dollars the only alternative | have found sells for 


/64 
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approximately twenty-five. The reality of this situation is less than 1/10 percent of litter 
found on the beaches are from concessioners. We tell our customers at the checkout to 
bring back their trash and anyone else’s on the beach. With a major metropolitan only a 
few miles away, this is impossible to enforce, unless you are going to stop people at the 
gates and not allow them in the park, really not to practical, | doubt you will see any 
benefit from this. Ralley’s m Henderson night now is offering a complete “Lake Special” 
including the Styrofoam ice chest to keep it in. Again | believe the community education 
and involvement ts a better solution. Plastic bags are another major source of litter, again 
getting the community involved and perhaps using only the UV degradable bags like the 
ones used in Flonda. However, again to be effective the surrounding communities must 
be apart of the solution. 


On page 74 it states, “Launching of personal watercraft would be limited to designated 
launch facilities or areas”. [ thought launching of eff vessels was limited to designated 
facilities or areas’? If not it should be stated as such. 


At what elevation are you are going to develop new shoreline camping at Government 
Wash. People camp there because it is shoreline camping, if you build above high water 
it will not meet the peoples needs, consequently they will just move to a different area 
unless enforcement is provided. 


The portable toilet regulation (page77) is good. But why would the National Park Service 
put in all those nice picnic areas along the Lake Shore Road with trash cans, tables. bar-b- 
ques and shade, but no restrooms. 


Pump-out at the launch ramps and floating around the lake is a major concern. From 
expenence, people will pump or dump, oil, diapers or anything else if not supervised. As 
a matter of fact the reason the concessions have the pump-out now is because the 
National Park Service couldn't keep up with maintenance in the 70°s. | feel the park is 
spending a lot of money for something that is going to continuously be a high 
maintenance cost or will be out-of-order most of the time. 


You address noise in the park referring to PWC’'s and other boats affecting visitors 
experience and wildlife, yet we have a shooting range right above us. Shooting goes on 
day and night that really enhances visits to Lake Mead, the visitors can go home 
knowing. what it sounds like to be on a battlefield To the best of my knowledge there is 
no historical hattleground in this area. 


The ban on alcoho! is unclear as on page 77 states “where currently prohibited”, yet in 
table 2: COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES it states, “designated high-use areas 
and high-use shorelines would be alcohol-free.” This is very confusing as to which it 
really 1s, already designated alcohol-free or already designated high-use. The designation 
of high-use areas and high-use shorelines as alcohol-free, which beaches are you 
referring to? This statement is too ambiguous, | believe this leaves this open to change at 
will or by interpretation' 
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The mandatory boater education needs to address the boat renter. The state of Nevada 
has a provision for renters. They must watch a safety video, like the PWC renter does 
now. 


I do not believe any one of the options in this lake management plan is acceptable as they 
stand. If you take a mixture of all the alternatives and address the issues above | feel you 
would have a feasible plan. Many things in this plan seen to have not been thought 
through, or have been lefi up to interruption. On page 66 Table 20: Commercial Marina 
Services at Lake Mead Under Alternative C, where did you come up with our existing 
parking? I believe this to be very miss leading on the National Parks behalf as is shows 
no change in our parking. Also on page 109 Table 33: Summary of Existing Water 
Recreation Facilities at Lake Mead, the Las Vegas Bay nor is Lake Mead Cruises listed. 
Yct Lake Shore Trailer Village is?? 


I feel when the “Bluewater Coalition” or other such organization read this they will take 
it at face value and leave no room for interruption. And we know they will be reading it, 
since they are the reason it is being published at this time. They will take this plan and 
run with it to keep everyone off the lake. 


"M. Gail Kaiser 
Manager 
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4 ilde (itv. Nevada 89005 


Pease consider this letter our official response to the Draft Fnvironmental In pact 


Statement for Laxe Mead National Recreation Area's Lake Management Plan 

tn authormzed ( oncessionasre of the Nationa! Park S rice, Overton Yea Marina 
weicomes this opportunity to participate in the futur: planning of the Lake Vicad N 
Recreation Area (LMNRA) Our commitment to set new standards : providing a gu 
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aed experience for a wide range of Lake Mead visitors 1s demonstrated by a substantial 
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avestment program which employs state-of-the-art technology and new approaches t 
ha.lenpes of today’s environment As a busine partne: in the development of the 
11/28/00 


Kecrcation Area, like the new Lake Management Plan. our investment is | 


We wholeheartedly agrce with your overali objectives and applaud your efforts u 
producing this much-needed document With consideration to the comments below « 
Her our support of Alternative C However, in absence of the appropnate action taker 
rrect the deficiencies in you: plan, ‘ve cannot support any of the alternative The 
wnments are offered in order to ensure the needs of the visitors to the LMNR.A are anu 


thoroughly understood and achieved. After all, without them, we have no o>rective. 1 


mission, of the means to accomplish erther of them 
COMMENT #1 


‘age xvi - Alternative A (No Action) states © Ihe no-action plan represents the 
management direction under the current 1 ake Mead National Recreation Area Genera 
Management Plan’ (GMP) However, much of the information and data found wu 


Alternative A 1s out dated and/or inaccurate, thereby not representative of the exastin 


(renera! Management Plan 


SUN TINING. 9) 
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COMMENT #2 


Table 8, Alternative A, is inaccurate. ht indicates that Overton Beach Marina is 
authorized for $30 single parking spaces. | have not found the GMP to specify between 
sing!e and pull through spaces It is my understanding that the NPS has adopted the 
Proposed Alternative” within the GMP. which authorizes Overton Beach Marina for 880 
’ Parking spaces” (Ref vol. 1 - pages xin & 172) 


COMMENT #3 


Table 8, Alternative A, ts accurate — It indicates the number of existing PWC rentals to 
be § The correct number 1s 12 


COMMENT #4 


Table 8, Alternative A. 1s inaccurate. It imdicates the existing number of other boats 
(rentals) to be § The correct number ts 7 


COMMENT #&§ 


iatie 8 Alternative A. is accurate. It indicates the existing number of wet slips tu be 
The correct number 140 


COMMENT 46 


lable 10, Alternative A. is inaccurate It indicates Overton Beach Marina to have 200 
existing pull through sites Research into the history will show that over the last 10 years, 
Juring all peak holiday periods, Overton Beach Manna provided more than 3 times that 
amount Furthermore, on Memorial weekend 1998, Overton Beach Marina hosted an 
average of 811 vehicles daily over a four-day period. Over 600 of them were attached to 
a trailer! The significance of that year is the lake clevation was 1.216 fect above sea leve! 
which is the 3rd haphest elevation un recorded history for a Memonal weekend This 
represents a combination of the highest parking demand in the smallest availabic parking 


afca 


lable 10 further misleads the reader under the “pull-through parking” category by 
Authorizing” 415 additional spaces, (which happens to be 12 of 890) Remember this 
ane acton” plan and as such should be at the very least, representative of factual data 
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COMMENT #7 


Table 10, Alternative A, 1s maccurate. It indicates only 4 existing launch Lanes and a total 
launch capacity of 192. However, the Overton ramp ts over 100 feet wide at the highest 
pont My records reflect an on site meeting with Mr. Jim Holland of your staff on 
4.1797. (Copy attached) During this mecting, while observing the activities on our 
launch ramp, in Mr Holland's own hand written calculations, he indicates a total ot 7 
launch lanes and using Ars factor of 10 launches per hour (not 8), he undbcates a aunct 
lane capactty of 425 


Furthermore, on any given weekend, the launch ramp at Overton Beach Marina provide. 
tor launching or retrieving 18 to 25 boats per hour during the higher flow penods, without 
any back up or waiting tume 


COMMENT #8 
The out-dtated and grossly umaccurate data found in Tables 8 & 10 as cared through as 4 


foundation and causes further misrepresentations and miscalculations through-out the 
Tables listed helow thereby contaminating the results in all of the alternatives 


Table ES-4 page Xv 
Table 4 page 32 
Tabic 14 page $s? 
Table 16 page 54 
Table 20 page 66 
Tabie 22 Page 6% 
lable 24 page 70 
Table 28 page 85 
Table 30 page 87 
COMMENT #9 


On page 72 of Alternative C. The Preferred Alternative, the plan states “As parking 1s 
exhausted in specific areas, visitors would be directed to other lake access 
tactlities Parking would not be authorized outside the designated parking areas 


tf Alternative C The Preferred Alternative, 1s adopted without correcting the data. then 
even (day, June 22, 2002, at 2.30 in the afternoon, available parking would be 
exhausted, and visitors to Overton Beach Marina “would be redirected to other lat c 
access facilities.” 

: even though there would be ample parking ay ailahle 
for today’s vasitors within the existing number of sites, at any jake elevation 


SS UMISNG 


SY 


LAME-08089 
page 4 of 7 


Page 4 of 7 


Yet your plan states on page 65 that “Parking capacity would include both single and 
pull-through spaces necessary to unplement the proposed carrying capacity.” And” the 
capacity was only exceeded on Memorial Day weekend in 1997 and 1998...” 


COMMENT # 10 


Alternatuve C, The Preferred Alternative, does not allow for growth in the other boat 
rental category As you know, with the approval of the National Park Service. 
Overton Beach Marna ts in the final stages of a new fuel dock and boat rental facility 
This substantial investment can only be supported by increased fuel sales and increased 
boat rental sales Your letter as recent as January 2, 2001, [ref C3823 (LAME-OC)) 
reminds Overton Beach Marina of our authorization to provide 12 rental boats Further 
correspondence with the NPS will indicate that this does not include PWC rentals This 


imitation oO al Atermatis ATi! 
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COMMENT #11 


Alternative C_ The Preferred Altemative, provides for 50 additional slips, however, the 
existing slip data is yncorrect. It the data used throughout your plan was up to date and 
accurate, you will find it supports far more than $0 slips Additionally, on page 268. 
lable B-4 / Alternative C. indicates zones 17 & 18 (which basically split the Overton 
Arm in |/2) to have almost equal boating capacities Why then, is Echo Bay rewarded 
with 180 additional slips for a total of $40, while Overton Beach Marina is only allotted a 
tal of 185 shps’ | am further perplexed by the proposed allocation of slips when I 
factor in the following facts 


| The Overton launch ramp has a higher launch capacity 

2 Overton Beach Marina provides a greater number of single and pull-through 
parking sites 

3 Overton Beach Marma’s fueling and pump-out facility can service the same or 
greater number of boats (including houseboats) at any one time 

4 The improvements proposed at Stewart's Point, which is im zone 17 with Fcho 
Bay, will undoubtedly increase the Boats at Any One Time (BAOT) factor in 
zone 17 to a greater extent than zone 18 where Overton Beach Marina ts located 


Atamrnunum, the additional allocation of slips between these two facilities must be 
equal 


I( 


LAME-08089 
page 5 of 7 


Page § of 7 
COMMENT 4 12 


Alternative C: The Preferred Alternative, states on page 72, “The width of the launch 
tramp, number of slips in the marina, and parking are the piimary management tools used 
to manage the lake carrying capacity.” 


The data used for the width of the ramp, numiber of slips and parking at Overton Beach 
Manna ts inaccurate and must be re-determined prior to adopting any of the Alternatives 


COMMENT # 13 


Alternative Che preferred Alternative calls for a 100 foot wakeless zone along the 
shoreline, with a provision for shoreline starts but no provision for shoreline returns This 
is confusing and unenforceable Existing law already provides for above wakeless 
operation in close proximity srtuations and/or unsafe conditions Fducation and 
enforcement of existing laws will accomplish much more without causing additional 
confusion 


COMMENT #14 


Alternative C The Preferred Alternative, on page 74 limuts launching of PWC * to 
designated launch facilities of areas.” 


F xssting NPS regulations already address launching areas for all types vessels The 
statement 1s vague and raises concerns about which facilities will be designated PWC 
launch vs. other types of craft and why 


COMMENT #15 


Alternative C: The Preferred Alternative, on page 78 addresses Inflow Areas and Water 
(Quality partially by making the statement“ Studies would also continue at the Virgin 
River area and vanous areas of the lake where water clarity is being monitored 


Monstorng and studying are two very different activities. | am not aware of any stud) 
into the mflow of the Virgin or Muddy rivers that have brought to light any National Park 
Service concerns or limitations to the upstream municipalities and/or farming activities 
't this plan intends to address the inflow from these areas, and i should. then you should 
specify your commitment and goals to a much greater detail. 


SEN TAING.) 
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COMMENT # 16 


Alternative C The Preferred Alternative, on page 78 states that it 15 illegal to refuel! boats 
and PWC's along the shorelyne. While it 1s agreed that this assue must dc addressed, most 
lukely by specifying the type of equipment that can be used or enforcement of existing 
pollution laws, | am not aware of any existing law prohibiting refueling alunyg the 
shoreline except in harbor areas 


Mr Dickinson, Overton Beach Marina. Inc appreciates this opportumty to comment on 
these extremely important issues We look forward to your written response to each one 
of our comments, as your determinations wil! undoubtedly affect the future of this 
Concession 


}hank you for your consideration 


Pau! Chandler, CMM 


General Manager 
Overton Beach Marna 


Attachments (1) 


ee 
Mr Hon Pratte, President. Overton Beach Marina, Inc 
Honorable Juha Ensign, United States Senator 
Honorable Harry Reid, United States Senator 
Honorable Shelly Berkley, United States Representative 
Honorable Kenny Guinn, Governor 

National Park Service, Boulder City Office 
Ricardo Portillo, Admunustrative Officer 
Kira Thibodeau, Chief of Concessons Management 
Dale Antonich, Chief Park Ranger 
Kent Turner, Chief of Resources Management 
Kay Rohde, Chief of Interpretation 
jum Vandertord, Chief of Park Maintenance 
Bill Burke, Resource Management Specialist 
Nancy Bernard, Park Ranger. Boating Safety. and Interpretation 
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Jum Koza, Navigational Ais Specishst 
Withe Lopez, Supervisory Park Ranger 
Poul Crawtord, Crmanal Invesugator 
lommy Valenta, Supervisory Park Range: 
Ross Haley, Wildlife Brologusi 
Muaxe Boyles, Wildlife Biologsst 
National Pask Service, W astungton Office 
Mork VanMouwerk, Water Quality Divison 
(sary Rosenheb Water Qualay Divison 
John Rav, Arr Qualay Division 
Mary Jenson, Soundscapes 
Sarah Bracsem, Environmental Quality Divino 
Madoline Wallace Environmental Quality Dov isen 
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May 19.2902 


Saporimmendera. 

| ake Mead National Recteation Arca 
60! Nevada Way, 
Boulder City, NV, 89005 


Dear Ser, 


Theo yust review some uf the changes proposed for the comunumng managemen of | ake Mead 
cad the Lake Mojave | am somewhat surprised that the people who use and know tie lake the 
hewt were not polled of questioned about thew concerns and recommendation An cntie study 
was dene arth out the quizzing of the people who use the lake om a regular bass Ihave hoo + 
user of lake Mead ow the past fifteen year. and have teen @ stip owner for the past seven yea + 
i have « genw2e concer for the Lake Use and « overall health | have qpent hundreds of 
theusands «7 dollars to contunue ow use of the lake for recrcanenal purposes “iy continued 
suppe,” for Lake Mead has fumneled therusands of dullams to the communities of |.a5 Vegas. 
Henderson and Boulder | have suppormed the fee «hedule started by the Park Service to enter 
the lakes. but a Gimnayed Gut thes os o bet and mass mamming by the Park Servwes Not 
mamtasmng the entrances on an expanded basic 1s im part the reason for vour problems We 
homer have a vested umerest un the health and welfore of the lake and are the most farmiiar wrth 
the pewtrve and negative aspects of lake use We should have heen 2 paracipant in the planning 
of the lake's use and would have an mvelusble asset in grving the park service our mput in 
addemen the Marmnas on the las one of the hevt ways to control the heating public | have 
heen on the lake durng bebday nos amd toel that there has never been a time when vou Could 
oot fmt a space ter our family and toel that placing a maximum number of huats 1s unnecessary 
rule 


Kather then trying to reduce the slips | would suggest that each manna he allow to mcrcase the 
ip Anyone with a slip becomes a member of the family of Lake Mead and has personal 
wvestment to insure that the lake ts properly used | heve personally witness the marina 
operator. and thew securty staff Corcumvent problem: that wi oad have had negative pects on 
the lake and ets use hecause of ther concerms The marmas are manned 24 hours (1) and are a 
auud public service arm to asset the park services As a retired poloe sergeant | am acutely 
aware that the security rs stretched very thin and this is one reason for same of the problems you 
hawe address There are rules for umproper hot operation and disposal of trash that with proper 
enforcement would reduce the need tor additional rules Probrbroom of glass and Styrofoam on 
the take would have empact an the dey campers and peuple whe do not hese the resources to huy 
the hetier cnpment | we id rather the to see more Park Rangers on heat and vehicle to enforce 
the lterung, aw: and for sobriety checks | ake | sere should he educated to the proper disposal 
cof trash and hotties. and the park service should have the necewary receptactes to have places t 
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put trash on the day use beaches. | do not believe that you would be able to enforce the alcohol 
ban on the beach, but should and could enforce improper behavior and use, with sufficient 
security Most of the alcohol-related violations occur at mght when the patrol are not working or 
are reduced Additional fees to hire more officers would be the means of attacking the problem 
not make a law that could not he enforced. 


In regards to the 100°» «cicss speed this would be impossible to enforce. As i stands now 
many of the coves opening have S-aile buoys and no other controls are needed. | have not 
witness any one violating that rules when other boats are in a cove. boater usually do not violate 
this rule. Many tines when the wind comes up the wind caused waves are much greater than any 
boat wake. 


Portable gas containers are some thing that is a ict of life unless you allow more marina gas 
station and reduce the price of the gasoline. It is uncontainabie that highway taxes are charged 
on boat gas. Improve the price and available t gasoline and you may reduce your problem 
dramatically 


Many of the boaters know when the entrances are manned and avoid paying the fees to enter the 
lake. The lake is sorely missing the numer of enforcement personnel to maintain the 
compliance with the current rules. More allowable cell site should be allowed on the lake to be 
able to assist the Park Services with reportable violanons and emergencies. With your proposal 
adding additional rules would make the currently overburden park rangers with an unmanagcable 
task. With the ability to use the Internct the Parks Service and the Departmen of the Intenor 
could run a survey to see if and what changes or additions should be make to improve the overall 
lake expericnce. | ake Mead Recreational wea is our favorite vacation place that our taxes 
support and we want it to remain a great place for recreation and family fun Please reconsider 
the changes and re-evaluate the need for changes vtth the boater mput. 
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page 1 of 1 AMERICAN CANOE ASSOCIATION, INC. ian eee 1 aS 
PROTECT YOUR RIGHT “aaueeneae pa. ©’ 
ew 
TO FISH ALL OF LAKE MEAD! _> 
To afi Lake Mead Management involved in the decision making process fo: Late Mead Menegement Plans oe 
June 25, 2002 Paddicspon Publistung in Paddier Magazine 

We the undersigned would like to state the following. Professy mal Paddlesport Ase tale 
As written in the Orsft form, we can only support “Alternative A” of the Late Mead National Recreation Aree Mr William K. Dickinson 
oot toast. ‘wotuiendihomae, —_ — Lake Mead National Recreation Area 


601 Nevada Highway 


Allow no wake speed travel of bosts and allow fishing in the “Primitive Setting’ zone inown as Boulder City, NV 89005 


the “Gyp Bede". This is the area identified in Zone 15 in Figure 9 (Recreational 
Zoning under Alternative C). Also eliminate the horsepower restrictions in ail zones. Re: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for Lake Management 


These changes are very to exer who Oth Lt Hand, 0 Oo Oop Oats end Cound Wh ee Plan 

oom. 8 recreation on (ead. active anglers, we do not 
wart toes any ol he waters on GUA uh “ot ins <>. + etcetera Dear Superintendent Dickinson 
to making any final decisions on management plans for Late 


Chobe Sons —— _ 


The American Canoe Association (ACA), a national boating organization with 
over 50.000 members, is providing the following comments on the Draft EIS for 
the Lake Mead NRA Lake Management Plan First, the ACA does not believe 
that the Draft EIS provides an adequate range of alternatives An alternative that 
designates recreational opportunity zones simular to Alternative B and prohibits 
personal watercraft (PVVC) use from all or most of Lake Mead NRA is needed At 
a minimum, PWC use should have been prohibited from rural natural, semi- 
primitive and primitive zones in Alternative B 


Given that none of the alternatives combined the protection seemingly afforded 
by rural natural and semi-primitive zoning with explicit protection from the 

: impacts of PWC use, the National Park Service (NPS) has made it impossible for 
K aves many human-powered recreation enthusiasts to support any of the alternatives 


t This ts likely to skew the public response and discourage comments from 
canoersts and kayakers. There is no similar difficult choice for those who favor 
unfettered motorized use, since Alternative D is specifically crafted to meet that 

‘SS UJESNIEN euesiene denies The statement in the Draft EIS that the alternatives 
r selected represent “the full spectrum of reasonable options” is simply inaccurate 

O/y Wt > Ale As a result, the ACA cannot fully endorse any of the altematives included in the 

's : Draft EIS. The ACA supports Alternative B. with respect to Recreational 

= Opportunity Zone designation and protection of inflow areas, but favors a 

dramatic reduction in PWC use. PWC use should be prohibited in all rural 

, natural, semi-primitive and primitive Zones as delineated in Alternative B. Also. 

~ / in the interest of public safety. any PWC use allowed within the Lake Mead NRA 

—S 
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should be restricted to specifically marked open-water high-speed zones The 
ACA does support the establishment of no-wake zones, but believes 100 feet is 
insufficient to protect human-powered recreational opportunites. 


ACA sees no evidence that NPS adequately evaluated the issue of PWC use in 
preparing the Draft EIS. Many of the impacts PWC use has on other waterway 
users and the environment were not even alluded to in the document. ACA 
research has found that PWC use is disproportionately responsible for more on- 
water accidents, more reports of near accidents, more claims of intentional 
harassment and more complaints of disturbance due to noise, air and water 
pollution than any other vessei type. 


PWC are also unique in design and purpose. They are neither designed for nor 
marketed as a method of transportation from one place to another instead they 
are designed and marketed almost exclusively for a specific form of high-speed 
recreation. The design of these craft gives them a unique ability to be operated at 
high speeds in shallow or confined areas, where they are more likely to threaten 
the safety and enjoyment of other waterway users, especially those involved in 
activites such as canoeing, kayaking, fishing, windsurfing and swimming. 


in 2001 the State of Nevada reported 60 boating accidents involving PWC. Of 
those 60 PWC accidents, 39 occurred within the Lake Mead NRA. Another 14 
occurred on immediately adjacent waters. Only seven PWC accidents occurred 
in other areas of the state. An ACA review of the accident reports found that a 
majority of these accidents involved collisions with other vessels or swimmers. 
This is consistent with national accident data that shows nearly 80% of ali PWC 
accidents involve a collision with another vessel, a fixed or floating object, or a 
person in the water. Even though PWC account for less than 10 % of all vessels 
operating in the US, they are involved in over 55% of ali vessel-on-vessel 
collisions. 


The details of PWC accidents at Lake Mead reveal that the reckless operation of 


“i arrived at the marina and found out the suspects in the boat collision were 
gone. Chandier had rented two more PWCs to them and they went back out 
onto the water ..the damage that occurred to the PWCs show that the operators 
were engaged in reckless operation | advised Chandler that his concession 
could be held liable for aliowing reckless operators on the water | also found out 
later that these operators damaged another PWC on October 1, 2001. The 
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manna did not report this incident._/ informed Overton Beach Manna that | did 
not want this group upon the water until thei reckless operation ceased |! 
cleared with no contact with the suspects.” 


ACA research of the United States Coast Guard's Boating Accident Report 
Database (BARD) from 1996 - 2000 revealed that PWC accidents were more 
than three times as likely to involve striking a person swimming or wading in the 
water (struck by boat category) than were accidents not involving a PWC. These 
types of PWC accidents were also found in the accident reports for the Lake 
Mead NRA. One such account reads: 


“Ranger Austin said there had been a report of a Hit and Run in this accident 
Ranger Austin said that the individual in question had been nding a Jet Sk in 
Pacer Cove and had struck a small child with his vessel. The individual had then 
loaded up his Jet Ski and fled the scene in a blue pickup truck. | was told by 
Range Austin that several witnesses had seen the individual operating a Jet Ski 
in a reckless manner at high-speed in the cove where smail children were 
swimming near shore The witnesses later stated that the person in 

question _ had ran over a smail child and ran his Jet Ski up on shore ” 


Nothing in the Draft EIS indicated that NPS looked into the nature and 
prevalence of PWC accidents within Lake Mead NRA. Nothing indicated that 
NPS evaluated the irnpact of PWC use on law enforcement resources or the 
ability of NPS to provide enforcement adequate to protect visitor safety The 
document also failed to address the impact of PWC rental concessions on visitor 
safety 


There are many different types of boating accidents, some of which only place 
the individual operator at risk. However, when trying to assess the threat a 
particular on-water activity poses to others, it is more critical to public safety to 
assess those accident types and risk factors that clearly place other waterway 
users at risk. With almost 80% of PWC accidents involving a collision, it is clear 
that PWC operation poses a significant threat to other waterway users NPS 
needs to thoroughly evaluate this threat to park visitors and regulate PWC 
accordingly. The ACA sees no evidence in the Draft E/S that NPS has done so. 


in addition to safety issues, the ACA is concerned about the impact of PWC use 
on the ability of others to enjoy recreational activities, especially non-motorized 
activities. While the potentia! for user conflict exists with many activities, PWC 
use has become notorious for its conflicts with a wide variety of other activities in 
fact, PWC use often prevents other waterway users from enjoying the nation's 
recreational waterways, thus monopolizing the recreational opportunity afforded 
by these waters. 
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According to the complaints of canoeists, kayakers, windsurfers, fishermen, 
sailors, surfers, swimmers and divers, many waterway users feei threatened by 
high-speed PWC use. They feel threatened by the possibility of being struck by a 
PWC. harassed by a PWC operator or capsized by a PWC wake. This concem, 
generated by a threat entirely beyond their control, is a preoccupation that greatly 
reduces the enjoyment and relaxation people can derive from their preferred form 
of recreation. Safety data show that these concerns are valid. Canoeists and 
kayakers have complained to ACA that the presence of nearby PWC use is one 
of une most unnerving situations they experience on the water. 


Aaditionally, the visible and audible pollution from PWC significantly impact other 
ecreationa! activities, wildlife and waterway quality. Although other types of 
«.otorized watercraft also emit pollution, the operational characteristics of PWC 
'1se@ — such as staying in one area for long periods of me and the frequent 
acceleration and deceleration -- increase the impacts of PWC pollution on others. 
Even when equipped with direct injected two stroke or four stroke engines, the 
nature of PWC operation will continue to create unacceptable amounts of air and 
water pollution. 


By allowing PWC use on 98% of the waters within Lake Mead NRA, the 
Preferred Alternative shows little — if any — consideration of the needs of those 
park users that are adversely impacted by PWC use. Given the numerous 
impacts PWC use has on other waterway users, by selecting the Preferred 
Alternative. NPS would be affording preferential use for one user group to the 
detriment of all other users and to the resource. There can be no valid 
justification for such a decision. 


Given the large amount of evidence regarding PWC pollution, near-shore 
operation, and impacts on wildlife habitat, the ACA also maintains that 

PWC use on 98% of Lake Mead NRA waters is in conflict with the 1916 NPS 
Organic Act requirement to protect park resources unimpaired for the benefit and 
enjoyment of future generations. 


The ACA urges NPS to reject the Preferred Altemative, and instead, craft a 
revised Alternative B that also significantly reduces the areas open to PWC use. 
PWC use should definitely be prohibited from rural natural, semi-primitive and 
primitive zones, and NPS should further evaluate the safety threat PWC 
operation poses to park visitors and assess the value of a total ban on PWC use. 
Furthermore, a review of Nevada boating accident reports clearly indicates that 
PWC rental operations pose an unacceptable threat to public safety. NPS 
should prohibit PWC rental concessions within the Lake Mead NRA. 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. The ACA will be more 
than happy to provide NPS with ail of its extensive research regard’ng PWC 
impacts to other waterway users and to natural resources. If you have any 


questions, comments or requests, please do not hesiiate to contact me at J 
Fe 


Sincerely, 
“pane 

David E. Jenkir 

Director of 

and Public Policy 


UOUDZNUDDAC) 
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Bcc: Jim Hollead at NP-LAME 
TO: jim holland@nps.gov «t HPS 


Bi Jie- 


Regarding the public response pericd for the proposed 
Lake Management Plan, we have « few questions. We need 
to underetaend HOW whet we may suggest will be 
considered by the HPS and LARA Park Planners. 


2. Is the public expected / encoureged to select one 
of the four proposed “alternetives* verbatia? OF 


2. Can @ specific “alternative’ be aodified? 
And, If so, 


2A. How does the public present such sodificetion 
@uggertions? ie: Does the NPS prefer it in writing or 
through public seetings? In Mr. Dickinson's letter it 
stetes: *...there will be « 60 day public review and 
Comment period. Comments will then be analysed by the 
BPS and ite vontrector to identify and respond to 
Substantive ieeves." BUT, In the Invironmentel 
impect etatement it etetes: “All review comments aust 
be received by thet time [60 days efter the BPA hes 
accepted the Gocument...| and showid be addressed to: 
Superintendent 

Lae. 

601 Boulder Hwy 

Boulder City, BV 89005 


28. What conetitutes ‘substantive’ ? Example: If our 
group believes « suggestion ie “subetentive” bet 
ancther growp or the HPS determines it 
“non-subetantive", will there be an opportunity to 
further modify - in order to eake it ‘eubstantive™ to 
ail? 


2C. What constitutes NPS “response” ? In writing or 
et @ public meeting? fither? 


3. Will / hee the current ‘“Dreft* be / been subsitted 
to congress? 


4. Bow will any modifications suggested by the public 
- and determined by the HPS ae “eubstantive’ ~- be 
incorporated into the proposal thet congress will 
wltimately vote on? And, What if these “subsetantive" 
iesuee require further eavironmental impact study? 


5S. Should we request 4 meeting with HPs 
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representatives to discuss our specific concerns, 
before we make our “substantive" proposals in writing 
or at a public meeting? 


All these questions impact HOW we make our proposals / 
cCommente and whether we (the public) work directly 
with the NPS or take direct action with our elected 
representatives or legal advisors. 


Thank you. 


Tom Caldwell, Chair 
Arizona and Nevada Concerned Citizens 


scheduled public meetings on 
issues. The website seems to have « substantial deley 
with such info. 


Do You Yahoo!? 
Tahoo! Games - play chess, backgammon, poo] and sore 
http: //games. yahoo. com/ 


[Uo 
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ARIZONA AND NEVADA CONCERNED CITIZENS 
FOR THE CONTINUED USE GF ALL of LakE MEAD rom ALL CITIZENS 


May 16, 2002 


Mr. William Dickinson, 
intendent 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Hi 
Boulder City, NV 


Dear Mr. Dickinson, 


After reviewing the entire LAMWRA plan and especially “Alternative 
Cc”, our group finds no major fault with the “preferred” plan and 
indeed we agree with the intent of the vast majority of 
Alternative C. Yet, there are two areas that are troublesome to us 
and we would like you to consider our ideas to meet our desires 
and while maintaining the essence and, we believe, purpose of the 
plan. 


First is the proposed designation of the Grand Wash area of Lake 
Mead to be “sesi-prigitive™. As a group we are not opposed to 
the designation “semi-primitive’ and the associated management 


policies proposed there, except for one. 


WE ARE OPPOSED to the proposed 65hp limit for boat motors in the 
area. If implemented, as currently drafted, this would mean that 
@ great many citizens living near the area - who use the area much 
more than the “general public” - would be essentially “cut-off* 
from fishing and other recreation in the area due to having boat 
motors over 65hp. Although in the “big picture” of the plan this 
is only 1% of Lake Mead WRA, it is about 25% of our sost used 
end searby recreation areas. 


As @ group we believe that « “wakeless sone” would be «4 
better option, accomplishing the planners’ intended purposes, 
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while allowing all boaters’ to access the area as long as they 
opereted their boats at « wakeless speed. indeed most 
recreational boaters who may be visiting the area with the purpose 
of going up river into the lower reaches of the Grand Canyon, 
likely would have larger than 65hp motors as well. 


Our other concern has to do with the wording used in the areas of 
the plan entitled “Threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species” and “Culturally sensitive areas” 

(page 30 of the plan) 


In these two instances it appears that the management entities may 
“evaluate and possibly close...to recreational use...* without 
public sotice. 


We do not believe that this was the intended interpretation, but 
wish to offer a different wording for these two items, such as: 


Threatened, endangered or sensitive species: 

“Regular monitoring will be done to aseure species and recreation 
are compatible. if a conflict is identified, the Superintendent 
will make a public announcement outlining the details of such 
conflict along with 4 suggested course of action. Public input 
would follow before a policy or plan change will be implemented.” 


Culturally sensitive areas: 

“Regular monitoring will be done to assure culturally sensitive 
areas and recreation are compatible. If a conflict is identified, 
the Superintendent will make a public announcement outlining the 
details of such conflict along with a suggeeted course of action. 
Public input would follow before a policy or plan change will be 
implemented.” 


Neither of these two scenarios heve yet ccocoured in the LANRA 
according to the statement made in “alternative A* which reads: 
“Bo conflict has been identified. ..documented.* 
(paraphrased) 
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So, the resolution of any such identified conflict, as proposed in 
the LARA plan for alternatives B,C and D, is owerkill. If some 
conflict should develop, in either area, the public aust be 
informed before making « change to the (whichever implemented) 
plan. 


Thank you for your consideration of our ideas and we request your 
response, in writing, to our commente. 


si ly. 


hte 


Tom Caldwell, Chairman 
Aritona and Neveda Concerned Citizens 


—— 
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ARIZONA AND NEW AD ( OMCERNED CITIZENS 
FOR THE CONTINUED USE OF ALI oF LAKE MEAD Por AL! CITIZENS 


eee ee HO eee Oe me He OO ee OO eee ee ee ome eeeees 


May, 2002 


| (we) agree that the Grand Wash arca of Lake Mead should 
NOT be closed to vessels with motors over 65 hp 


/7 
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FIBASS. inc. 


Bruce Sxupe 
Nanone Consenwanon OmecToR 


June 21, 2002 


Ss 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 

Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


Re: Lake Mead Water Management Plan DEIS 


Western U.S , BA.S S. members who have reviewed the Lake Management Plan for the 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area, tei! us that the motonzed waiercraft 
exchusions/restnctions in Black Canyon on Lake Mohave and the Gypsum Beds, Overton 
Arm and Iceberg Canyon on Lake Mead will essentially prohibit motorboat access to 
about 90% of the best black bass fishing areas on these lakes. The recreation and 
economuc impacts of these restncuons, were not addressed in the DEIS. No estimate is 
goven for erther bass fishing and bass tournament days lost or the economic impact from 
lost tounsm dollars 


Bass angling has a very specialized natronal following on large public reservoirs Bass 
anglers use high performance, fast and very safe boats to navigate the large arcas of 
reservoirs. There are 35 milhon bass anglers in America who represent about 40-50% of 
all the freshwater anglers in the U.S, but they generate 60-70% of the $100 bilhon annual 
economic acuvity generated by the sportfishing industry 


While the average U S. angler fishes only 17 days per year, the average days fished by 
the 600,000 B._A.S.S_ members is over 50 days annually. The nation’s most avid anglers, 
represented by our 50,000 B.A S.S Federation members, fish over 100 days per year 
These are the anglers who routinely buy the boats, tow vehicles, RV's and fishing tackle 
that dnve the sportfishing industry. They are also among the most avid customers of the 
resource management agencies who manage our nations waters, including the National 
Park Service 


These avid bass anglers will have their recreation severely limited by the motorized 
vessel restrictions proposed in the Lake Mead Management Plans Why would an agency 
want to discourage 1ts best customers who are also strong advocates for sound natural 


resource management” 


Publishers of 
BASSMASTER® - GUNSAGEAR™ - BASS TIMES* 
FISHING TACKLE RETA ER® - “THE GASSMASTERS™ TELEVISION SERIES 
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We understand that “exclusion” of user groups 1s a potential resource management tool 
However, exclusion of sport anglers 1s a tool that 1s being proposed way too often by 
Federal resource agencies. including the Department of the Intenor. There is no 
scentfic evidence to document irreversible damage to resources from sportfishing usc 
In fact, the most successful game fish species restorations (lake trout in the Great Lakes 
and east coast striped bass) have taken place while sportfishing was actively being 
pursued There are no valid biologycal arguments to prohibit sportfishing access 
Therefore, we assume the restnctions proposed for lake's Mead and Mohave are to 
resolve real or perceived user conflicts. Non-anglers have obviously been given 
preference over anglers 


“Marine Protected Areas”; the proposal to prohibit competitive fishing on National 
Wildlife Refuges; plans to restnct angler access to the Everglades and now this Lake 
Mead motonzed vessel exclusion are. im our opimon, very flawed proposals that 
musrepresent natural resource problems to accommodate other motives to exclude 
sportfishing The above examples of proposed exclusion of sport anglers by vanous 
Department of the Intenor agencies are all unnecessary and very discnminatory 


While, B AS S opposes the Lake Mead motonzed restnction proposals in the designated 
pnimutive area, as described 1n the preferred alternative, we are cager to work with the 
National Park Service, our state B AS S. Federatron members and other anglers who fish 
Lake Mead, to discuss and resolve the problems and/or issues that have resulted in the 
closures that have been proposed. 


We request that the National Park Service extend the DEIS comment penod beyond June 
26, 2002 to provide sufficient ume for officials to meet with sportfi interest ps 
to resolve problems while preserving bass fishing. Please call us at to 
discuss strategies and to allow us to help you arrange a meeting. 


Sinceref¥, 
c Shupp Ay 


Enclosures. SportsTravel 


Keeping Bass Alive 
cc Secretary of the Intenor Steve Wilhams, Director 
Gale Norton USFWS 


Fran Mainella, Director 
National Park Service 
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chor. Sean Suith iS 2- x>s LAME-08595 
Date: 06/26/2002 11:11 AM 
Normal ? page 1of9 
BCC: LAME LMP at UP LAME 
TO: lame_impé@nps gov at NPS 
Subject: Bluewater comments on LAP 
orn seen nn srer seer rn cere -sece-co-o-+ Message Contents 


Comments and support materials also sent via FedEx 
June 26, 2002 


Superintendent William Dickinson 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Highway 

Boulder City, Wy 89005 


RE: Comments on Lake Management Plan Oraft Environmental Impact Statement 
Dear Sup. Dickinson: 


On behalf of Bluewater Network and the more than four million Americans we 
represent. we respectfully submit the following comments on the National Park 
Service's (NPS) Lake Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for Lake Mead National Recreation Area (LAME) 


Support for Alternative B 


Bluewater Network supports Alternstive 8, the conservation alternative, cf the 
DEIS. However, we have some concerns with the NPS’ proposed management cof 
activities such as personal watercraft (PWC) use in Lake Mead WRA. PWC, better 
known by the trade name jetski, have been shown to cause significant damage to 
@ir and water quality, visitor enjoyment, public health and safety, natural 
soundscapes, and wildlife Moreover, the NPS analysis of PWC impacts in the 
DEIS appears to violate the terms of our court-ordered settlement agreement 
Pailure to abide by the agreement renders the PWC sections of the DEIS ripe for 
legal review To avoid a court battle, we recommend that the NPS adopt 
Alternative B with an amendment which calls for a PWC prohibition, including 
direct injected and four-stroke models, on all LAME waters 


Lake Mead is a National Treasure 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area is a national treasure and protects some of 
America’s irreplaceable cultural and historic sites and is home to countless 
animals and plants The area ie unique in that three of America's four desert 
habitats are contained in the recreation area 


Federal Mandates Require Preservation of Pesources and Wildlife 


Congress, with the passage of several acts, hase made it clear that the National 
Park Service's (NPS) paramount mission is to protect the resources and wildlife 
contained within the National Park System. The Organic Act (16 USC sec. i), for 
example, plainly states that the NPS is to leave park resources “unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations.* 


Additional federal and state laws require the NPS to protect wildlife from Pwc 
impacts The Endangered Species Act obligates the NPS to take proactive 
measures to prevent the taking of threatened or endangered species LAME and 
the surrounding area are home to several federally listed species, including the 
bonytail chub and the razorback sucker, both of which could potentially be 
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Pederal policies also require the NPS to take proactive measures to protect park 
resources from harm. Executive Orders 11644 anc 11969 unmistakably state chat 
the NPS must close units of the park system to off-road vehicle operation 1 ¢ 
PwC) if the agency determines that such use i8 Causing considerable damage to 
park resources In addition, on September §t5. 2900, WPS Director Robert 
Stanton issued Director's Order 855. Director Stanton gave this order to 
provide park managers with a better understanding of their legal duties in 
managing the national park system, and to establish policies and procedures 
which ensure that the NPS’ legal mandates are being properly and consistently 
applied 


-- --g- wets eee 


Director's Order #55 as well as the 2001 WPS Management Policies provide better 
Ciarity on the NPS' fundamental purpose and mandate -- to conserve park 
resources and vaiues This purpose also includes providing for the enjoyment of 
park resources and values by the people of the United States However, the 
order correctly notes that, “when there is a comflict between conserving 
resources and values and providing for enjoyment of them, conservation is to be 
predominant.“ The order recognizes that while the NPS has the discretion to 
allow certain impacts within the parks, that discretion is limited by statutory 
requirements that the park service leave park resources and values unimpaired 
unless a particular iaw directly and specifically provides otherw.se In other 
words. the WPS cannot permit activities which impair park resources and values 


The following is provided to counter some of the more common arguments used by 
the PWC industry to block implementation of PWC-specific regulations 


? PWC cen be singled out for regulation 


The PWC industry has claimed that PWC are recognized by the US Coast Guard 
(USCS) as “class A* vessele and therefore cannot be regulated differentiy than 
other motorboats However, the USCG states that the term *class-A vessel” has 
mo meaning insofar as Coast Guard regulations are concerned (see enclosed USCG 
letter) To date, the USCG has refrained from defining PwC Rather, the Coest 
Guard encourages other government agencies to define the craft The National 
Park Service determined that PWC are different from conventional motorboats and 
finalized PwC-specific regulations in March of last year 


? Use of FASFRA Funds does not guarantee PWC access 


The PWC industry has long maintained that PWC riders have a “right” to use any 
boating infrastructure built using Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act 
(PASPRA) funds However, @ 1999 Plorida lawsuit negates induetry's ciaim in 
Kisoimme River Valley Sportsman Association v. The City of Lakeland (60 F. Supp 
24 1269) (see enclosed copy). the United States District Court in Florida ruled 
that FPASPRA does not create a federal right to equal access for boats of common 
horsepower ratings at bost leunch fecilities constructed or maintained under the 
Act. This case suggests that government agencies may prohibit PWC regardless of 
whether they have taken FASFRA funds to construct boat launches and facilities 


PHC Operation Damages Recreation Area Resources and Values 


PwC are high-speed thrill-craft commonly used for no purpose other than to 
provide the operator with a high-impact thrill-ride Unfortunately, these 
thrilis come at an extraordinarily high price in the form of degraded air and 
water quality, threatened public safety, endangered wildlife, shattered natural 
quiet and diminished visitor enjoyment for more on these impacts, please see 
Bluewater Network's comments om the Wational Park Service's PWC regulations 
(enclosed) 


Numerous studies and reports have uncovered this iasting damage In particular 


we wish to draw attention to the impacts PWC have on water quality, natural 
soundscapes/visitor enjoyment, public safety and wildlife 


’ Water Quality Impairment 


SIN TANIWO,) 
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Nearly 211 PRC stilize corventional teo-strome e@eng.nces wich Gump tetwecen °5 
and 30 percent of their ges eng o1! @izture unburned into che emvironnzent The 
combustion process also produces several toxic compounds including polycyclic 
aromatic hycrocarbons (PAE), carbon fomoxide (CO) end wTBE in the repoct sate: 
Quality Comcerse related to Persone! Watercraft Usege the Saticnal Park Service 
eam.ts that @any of tnese toxic compounds are routinely found in lakes and 
reservoirs with PHC use sometimes at levels «hich threaten both human and 
ecO.ogica. heae.te 


” PWC destroy BNatural Soundscapes Visitor Enjcyment 


Please find a copy of the report Drowning in Noise Woise Costs of PWC ir 
America Drowning in Noise finds thet PWC «111 impose an estimated $990 million 
in noise annoyance & On beachgoers this year as well as huncreds of m.liions 
of dollars of additi costs to water recrestioniets and shoreline property 
owners The report siso documents that minim distance rules are only modestiy 
effective. while supposedly quieter new models won't put auch of a dent in the 
noise turden The only say to eiash the no.se costs of PWC. the authors find 

is *o ban them from a8 “eny waters a8 possibile 


? pwc threaten public safety 


According to Coast Guard statistics, PWC represent roughly 10 percent of ail 
boats. yet are involved in approximately 30 percent of all Dosting accidents 
Even more shocking, nearly #0 percent of PWC accidents ere the result of a 
collision with objects such as another boet. swimmer or dock 


Moreover, 4 new report Dy Bluewater Network found that roughly 24 percent cf the 
PUC manufactured during the last ten years have been recalled due to production 
and/or design probleme that could leed to fires and/or explosions. iPlease ece 
enclosed report. Personal #atercraft Production/Design Problems. High Potential 
tor Fires and Expiceions 


According to the USCG's most recent safety data (15995 through 1999 both the 
number of fires and the injuries sesociated with thoee fires have iacreased more 
than 309 percent since 1995 injuries associated with these fires have 
increased every year Moreover. the safety Gate reveals that ins more than 

two thirds of all fire/explosion incidents, equipment failure and/or ignition of 
leaking fuel wes the cause of the fire By comparison. PWC riders’ inexperience 
or reckiees operation was responsible for leas than sever percent of the fires 
Bivewater Network's FOLA request aiso revealed that the production and design 
problems in tens of thousands of machines Save not been corrected 


> PWC dieproportionate!ly impect wildlife 


Wildlife biclogists throughout North America have testified on the existing and 
potential impacts of PWC use In California, marine mawmal experts have voiced 
their concern that PWC activity near seais, see lions, and elephant seals 
disturbs normai rest and sociel interaction, and causes stampedes into the water 
that can separate seal pups from adult mothers According to Judy McIntyre. 
researcher and director of the North American Loon Pund, PWC are the greatest 
current threat to breeding icon populations Joanna Burger, author of « Rutcere 
University PWC etudy, observed PCs skimming the edge of islands and runsing 
over Common Tern nests containing eggs or chicks Burger's study confirms ‘het 
waterfowl respond “significantly more* to PwCs a8 compered to convertional 
motorboats tficiaie at the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife s 
Ecotystem Management Program have gone on record to report that they are 
becoming ‘increasingly concerted with the effect of motorized personal 
wartercratt particulerly jet skis, on both nesting birds and speening #a\imon 
And, the estate of Hewaii classified PWC as “thrill craft * imposing strict areas 
of use for the vehicles in order to protect migrating humpbeck whales 


Mary researchers are finding thet PWC cause lasting impacte to fish and 
wildlife Two-stroke engines. the type that dr.ve most PWC on the water today 
have been shown to produce pollutants thet cause significant damage to aquatic 
plents and fish In a@dition wildlife experts have testified that PWC have a 
high potential to create noise that i6 perceived as sore annoying to humans and 
wiidilife than the sound generated by other sources such a8 conventional 
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Marine biclogists have algo found that boast traffic elter® behavior of marine 
mammals such as the bottlenose dolphin Along with convertions! bests. these 
biclogists investigsted the impact personal watercraft (PHC) have on Go-phins 
and found thet. PWC @.icit «2 greater response than Go comventional coats 
regardless of the approach epeed fast or siow). PwC evoked greater changes i» 
behavior It is believed that this is due to the unpredictable approech of Pwr 
as well as the fact that the machines are mot @coustica.ly GCetectable at the 
seme distance as other watercraft A lac« of predictability translates into 
greater Gisturbence and potential danger The researchers also found that the 
water depth et which # disturbance takes piace is significart Disturbance in 
shallow water produced a higher frequency of direction and inter animal distance 
changes This is particuleriy troubling consiceriag PWC, uniike conventiona: 
boats. cam eccess very shallow waters that historically heve been used by 
olphins a8 4 sanctuary from boat traffic The scientists warn that if these 
shallow waters are no longer safe havens for dolphins “then «a dolphins ability 
to guetain itself. avoid boat treffic or a mother’s ability to safely sear her 
calif could be comprised.* 


Sew Technologies #111 not soive all problems 


Recently. there has been much news concerning so called “new" PwC technology 
Many PWC supporters claim that e@vencements in engine design, such as Gcirect 
sujectson. will soive 411 environmental impacts releted to PWC operetion 
Unfortunetely, this is not the case. end researcheis are finding thet these sew 
technologies still present significant environmental haezerds 


Enciceed please find the Caiifornia Air Pesources Boerd (CAPE) report Outboerd 
Engine and Personal Watercraft Bmissions to Air and @ater A Laboratory Study 
The purpose cf this ctudy was to evaluate em.etions from marine engines and 
personal watercraft operated under controllec test conditions The primary goai 
was to compere emission levels scross technologies with particuler emphasi« on 
two-stroke vs four-stroke engines and conventional ve advanced fvel -manegement 
systevs 


? Air Pcllution 

For ali measured sir pollutants. two-stroke personal watercraft (PwC) and 
outboarce were general .y and substantially higher than comparable four stroke 
engines In the case of hydrocarbons (THC; two stroke motors were far more 
polluting than comparable four-stroxe totors 


? @ater Pol .vtion 


Similar to sir emissions, pollutant concentrations in the water coluan of 
two-stroke and OI engines were consistentiy higher than those of comparable 

four stroke engines Thies wees true for many poliutante inciuding TBE STEX, 
benzene and acetaldehyde Moreover. both the carbureted and DI two strokes wrre 
found to emit polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH This 1.8 particularly 
troubling because PAH even at minute levels of parte per triliion are toxic 
tO aquatic plants and fish The research aiso found that concentrations of many 
of these poliutante renained substentiaily e evated in the test tant ome ful. 
Gay atter testing 


? Direct - injected 
Two-strones and Pour-etroke PWC Will Wot Solve All Problems 


CARB research aieo found that @ithough direct injected DI) two-stroke engines 
were cleaner than carbureted two-strokes, of average they were dirtier then 
four stroke engines. Por exemple, DI engines emit approximately seven times more 
total hydrocarbons (THC) then do four stroke engines THC is « key component in 
the formation of smog In the case of formaidehyde, « possible human carcinogen 
D1 engines emitted more than both the carbureted two strokes and four stroke 
engines “hile four strokes were substantiai.y better in terme of diecharging 
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jess of some of the “OST important pc -.vutants they did oct Soive ei prot.e™s 
In the case of nitrogen oxides (MOx) a0¢ carbon monoxide (CO). the four-stroxe 
engine emitted more than the DI engines 


Neither the DI nor the four-stroke 7WC will do anything to address the impects 
of the more than 1.1 million thrillcraft already operating om American waters 
In addition, with the recent downturn in PWC sales. it will take longer for 
newer model PwC with the advanced technology to replace older Pwr Im tact. at 
current sales rates. even if every new PWC sold were equipped with the sew 
technology iwhich is clearly not the case’. it would take searly 12 years to 
replace all the dirty two-stroke Pec Finally. it should be remembered thet 
these new technologies are unlikely to improve PwC's safety record or decrease 
theic impact upon wildlife 


The American public supports « ban on PwC 


The vest majority of the American public supports the elimination of PWC use in 
the national par«xs Recentiy. Zogby International released a poll hich found 
that # more than two-thirds of the American public (678) supports protecting the 
Netional Parks from motorised thrill craft such as PWC (see enclosed resuits 
from Zogby poll) 


In addition, please find a copy of a Citizen Letter urging the NPS to prohibit 
PwC operation from the entire National Park System. including the preserve T 
White House received nearly 30.000 of these letters during the commert period on 
the NPS netional PwC rule Adding these comments to the more than 10,000 
@eGditional comments the SPS received calling for PWC restrictions means thet 
approximately 4 owt of every 5 comment on the national PWC rule supports 
reigning in PWC damage 


We request that the 30,000 Citizen letters be added to the administrative record 
a8 supporting « PWC ban at the Lake Mead Nationa!) Recreation Area 


In addition. we ask that the N?S please include in the edministrative record for 
the general evaluation of PWC use all of Bluewater Network's previous letters 
and correspondences sent to LAME concerning PWC activity. 


Iesvues in the DEIS that need sore attention 


The following comments concern areas where Bluewater Network believes the NPS 
neece to devote more attention and additional resources 


Compliance with Court Settlement 

On April 12, 2001 the Washington DC District Court approved the settlement of 
Bluewater Network's court challenge of the NPS'« PYC regulations in that 
settlement, the Park Service egreed to conduct eppropriete environmental review 
of the impacts of “PWC use in the particuler unit." In particuler, the NPS 
agreed to evaluate PWC impacts upon ‘water quality, air quality, soundscapes 
wildlife and wildlife habitat, shoreline vegetation, and visitor conflicts and 
estety ° Unfortunately, it appears that in several instances, the MPS’ OBIS for 
LAME has overlooked reievant information and not conducted current site-epecific 
stucies of PWC impacts and therefore is out of compliance with this agreement 
Por examle 


? No Current Bost Counts 


On page 144 of the DRIS. the WPS states that “the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area visitor survey and the Nevada Division of Wildlife Stu@dy were used to 
estimate the number of personal watercraft relative to other watercraft .* 
Unfortunately, the SPS admite that some of the data contained in these reporte 
ie at least five yeare old Tt i@ unlikely that the Park Service could 
correctly gauge the current number of PWC on Lake Mead from chese sources 


According to the National Marine Manufacturers Association, a8 of 1997, 963,000 
PwC had been solid in the United States Since then, an edditional 411,000 are 
on US waters This is an increase of more than 40% The BPS data contained in 
ite 199° visitor survey is missing these machines Moreover. if the WPS 
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eetimete Gi: « 5-year iste span tor 'wo-St rome motors 16 correct S#Ty Of *neee 
sechines ere 6ti.l om the water Therefore. the WPS estimate of PHC counts for 
Leake Mead, very likely underestimates Che actual sumber by «a considerable 
™argin 


Without accurate PWC counts, the sections of the DEIS detailing the impact of 
PwC on Lake Meads resources and wildlife are highly suspect and may be ripe for 
legal review 


However, even if PWC counte are correct, NPS anelysie faile to mention severa. 
PwC impects, lacks site specific date and are therefore is in violetion of our 
agreement Por example, LAME’s DEIS cn PWC impacts lacks 


? Site epecific data om PWC noise impacts 


On page 105 of the DEIS. *he WPS notes that ite enelysie# of PHC noise impacts «t 
Lake Mead in Nevada was based on « study comducted at Glen Canyon Sational 
Pecteation Area in Utah While Leke Mead and Glen Canyon have some 
Similarities, (both are lerge bodies of water on the Colorado river . they «lec 
have striking differences such as their geology The parka’ differences w.1) 
likely result in Gistinct PWC acoustic petterne Therefore. maxing sesumpt ions 
about PWC noise petterne at Leke Mead besed upon PWC noise data collected at 
Lake Powell is highiy questionable 


Moreover we are troubled by the fact that the BPS appears to ignore other 
relevant PWC noise studies Por example. the study Drowning in Noise, Noise 
Costs of PWC in Americaconducted by the SHoise Pollution Clearinghouse provides 
conclusive evitence on the impact of PWC noise on the nation's beach goers AS 
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these costs is to ban the craft from as many weters 
surprised that this study is not referenced in the DEIS. 


? Information on PWC permeation losses and its impact upon air quality 


The DEIS aiso fails to mention the impact of PWC permeation iosses on local «ir 
quality. Permeation is the process by which individual fvel molecules may 
penetrate the walle of the various assembly components of a fuel system direct iy 
to the outsade air In Califormia, the Airc Resources Board (CARB) estimates 
thet reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions from the 9.6 million untreated 
portable fuel containers (gat cans with nominal capacity of ten gallons or iess) 
is @7 toms per day This is equivalent to the tailpipe emissions from about 1 
million cere. If these tanke had beer left untreated. CARB projected that ROD 
emissions would have risen to 96 tons per day by 2010 


According to CARB, evaporative and permeation emissions from nonroad 
engines/fuel systems end gas tanks are significant. For example, CARB research 
found that « typical nonrosed engines (S-gallom fuel tank filled to half its 
capacity!) is likely to emit over 7 grems of nydrocarbon pollution in a 24-hour 
Summer diurnal cycle. CARB also discovered that permeation emissions from 
nonroed fuel tanks, such as those in lewnmowers, could account for roughly 59 
percent of the total fuel system emissions 


High-density polyethylene (HDPE) fwel tanks are particularly susceptible to 
permeation losses. CARB testing found that « Honda HDPE tank emits roughly 4 57 
9/qal/day. According to the EPA, many of America’s approximately 10 million 
off-road vehicles such as all-terrain vehicles, personal watercraft, and 
snowmobiles have similer tanks. (Please see enclosed CARB permeatio fect sheet. 
and EPA proposed rule announcement for more on permeation losses.) 


Pailure to include in the DEIS an analysis of PWC permeation losses and ite 
impact upon Lake Mead’s air quality is @ serious oversight . 


? Site specific data on wildiife impacts 


Next, the DELS lecks site-specific information on PWC impacte upon Lake Mead s 
fish and wildlife. in particular, the WPS readily admits in the DEIS that “many 
of the impacts on wildlife from continued use of motorized vessels ¢ 

Lake Mead and Mohave are not known st this time * However, Gespite this lack of 
information, the WPS states that the preferred alternative will produce ‘some 
beneficial effects" for wildlife and therefore authorizes PWC activity on 98 
percent of the park's waterways We are at «4 loess as to how che NPS could reach 
this conclusion, given the lack of PwC wildlife information. Finally, the NPS’s 
Gecision clearly rune counter to PWC wildlife studies which found that theese 
machines have a greater impact upon wildlife such as birds and sarine mammais 
than Go conventional boats 


Again, the NPS’ failure to include in the DEIS site-specific data on impacts as 
well as the agency's edmission that it lacks sufficient information upon which 
to base sound management decisions, appears to be a fetel flaw of the DEIS 

? Gite specific data on threatened and endangered species impacts 


Like the section on PWC wildlife impacts, the DETS section on PWC impacts upon 
threatened and endangered species also lacks sufficient site specific data. nce 


to the USCO's most recent safety Geta, both the number of fires and 
the injuries asecciated with thoee fires heve increased more than 200 percent 
fince 1995 Injuries aeeocieted with these fires have increased every year. 


operation eas responsible for than seven percent of the fires. Slueweter 
on end design problems in 


The NPS 2001 management policies require the Perk Service to provide park 
visitors ‘a safe end besithiul environment * Overlooking the potential threats 
to public ee ee tate te tee See pees Ce Sub Ceuitar 60 
both federal law and SPS administrative policy. 


? Supportable conclusions regarding the impact of PWC o11 and ga6 pollution on 
Lace resources and wildlife 


27.000 galions of uaburmed fuel is discharged 
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* temporary basis * 
gee and of] epilile *woletize’ into 
the atmosphere. are relatively email aad do not threaten plant end anime! 
health Since the levels of pollutants in the lake did not violete state water 
quality standards, the SPS concludes thet the preferred alternative, which 
suthorizes continued PWC use, will result in some beneficial effects for water 
resources 


However, given the National Academy of Sciences’ (BAS) recent report O11 in the 
Sea ill: impute. Fates, and Sffects, there seems to be little support for the 
NPS’ conclusion that P¥C pellutionm will have littie impect upon Leke Mead's 
water resources Firet, not #)) petroleum compounds evaporate into the 
atmosphere As the WAS correctly sotes, pollutants such as highly toxic 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) can remain suspended in the water colum 
or Geponited in sediment for years efter initial deposition ext. these 
researchers discovered thet the sise of an oi) epill indicetes little about its 
potential impect upon plant and anime! life. They report thet even rinor, 
short term spills can cause Getriments! Gamage to aquatic wildlife © energetic 


recreation area's plants and wildlife In fect. the MAS reports that exposure 
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tO DByGrocerbor pollution cen snterfere sith osciog.°c8l groecesses *t 

“Concent ret lone severe. orgers of S0grituge lower then concentrations ~hat 
induce toxec effects “ (for sere Of theee impacts please see enclosed sect icone 
of chapter five of the report ; 


agein the BPS feilere to include relevent informetion such es the was 


report in ite enabysie of PwC impacts appears to -eG8.ly Goor the DEis 
veelcloess ef « PHC menegement document 


? Sufficiect Gate to bese « Geterminetion of PHC .epects upon cultural resources 


Pinelly. on pege 101, the MPS edmite thet only s emsll portion of the park hes 
been ercheciogically surveyed fowevet. the HPS once #94145 COmCludes thet 
Suthorizing PHC on FF percent of the recreation sres's weterweye «11) neve “no 
i=pect" epor cultutel resources Uriite conventional Pests PET can operate in 
very enellow wetere and Sear? (wet about anywhere ae ability to treve 
throug) previously :7ecceSsib.le waters means *het shy undiscovered shoreline 
and or sear shore submerged cu.tural resources ace et risk @e believe the wre 
Stetenment of PWC impects upon culture] resources is ereoneous At best. the ¥Ps 
cen ohly conclude thet it does sot know the impect of PHC upon cu tural 

resou: oes 


Come . w8ion 


The common theme throwghowt our comments is that tse Park Service s nanegement 
of the LAME should always eneure thet the recrestion eresa's resources ard valves 
are protected from Gdamege Se formally request thet Perk Serwice atop 
Alternative 8 with en emencment efhich inciugGes an i weeciate Sen on PHC opereti on 
throwghout #11 of the Leke Mead /Monheve Pecrestion Ares 


Sincerely 


Sean Seith «5 
Pubiic Lande Director 
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Jum Holland, Park Planner 

Lake Mead Nanona! Recreafon Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


Dear Mr Holland. Angas 1, 2002 


The Center for Boologcal Diversity wishes to subrt comments on the DEIS for the Lake Management Pian 
The Federal Regisicr date: pasted buce were confusing. as there werc posting dates for both Apn! and duly 
We hope that our comments will be edded to the official record 


[Federal Registc: Apri 24, 2082 (Volume 67, Number 79)) 
{ Notces] 


[Page 20160-20162) 
From the Federal Regsster Online nia GPO Access [wars access gpo gov) 
[DOCID fr24ep02 121) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Nabonal Part Service 

Draft Exvvroamental impact Sumement for the Lake 
Plan, Lake Meed Nawonal Recreation Area, Mohave County, AZ aad Clark 
County, NV, Nouce of Avavlability 


[Federal Register Juty 16, 2082 (Volume 67, Number | 16)} 
[Nouces} 


[Page 46687 46689) 
Frocn the Federal Register Onhne via GPO Access (wais access gpo gov) 
(DOCID fri 67y02-119) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Naponal Part Service 

Draft Exwoamental impact Stetement tor the Lake Managemen 

Plan Lake Mead Natoma) Recreahon Area Mohave County Anvoma and 
Clark County, NV. Notice of Availability 
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1 We support the most restnctive alternative for motonzed access, Alternsuve B We also support a total 


ban on personal watcruraft. 

2 A“ae motonzed access” alternative should be explored and presented- { slure to do so may “violate 
NEPA 

3. es estmated that populations of adult rebct leopard frogs do not exceer! |100 mndrvduals Current 
recreational actrnitees and proposals wil place the species af extreme mish The frogs Irve im two 
locations enthin the Lake Mead Nabonal Recreaton Ares in Nevada A tiwnes detrimental and 
harmful to ts speces should be elated Every effort should be male to recover restore and protect 
the frog's habitat, Addrnonally, the NPS and the USFWS should make recovery of the speces a top 


prority. 
Thank you for this chance to comment on the management of our pubhic jands 


wall — 


Oraang Reform Research Arsociate 


SSI 


LAME-08981 


SAVE LAKE MEAD ete 


Wo the underwgned. strongly oto & al! of he aternst ves as erties un the propemed | sae Mead \suonel 
Recrosuor “res Managemen Pia We joel dust Alermmtee © A> oudd be comturucd tel © ich the 
mmptemercing of Ge PWC nn guanur ot Anernecve (" Moapwh le workong ome tess streawous user then. 
alicrnatrve 


We foci (here has mor ten adeyumne moda CoworEgC ko Blue the pubw eho tk Managemen Meo and the 
pubic hearings mnoc Gus mater eflevts of + isdors end hegtcrs 0 Lake Mead. we fez. that i suntan The 
DEL 6 Stee cus OtROCUORS to Ux proposed | ake Managemen Pian 

Thaak vou for your sepport. 

Friends of | ake Mead 


_ADDRESS | PHONE | SIGNATURE | 
imma 
hie 
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March 27, 2002 


Jum Holland 

Lake Mead Natwonal Recreation Area 
Lake Management Plan 

601 Nevada Ilighway 

Boulder Cry, NV 89005 


Dear Jim. 


1 want to thank you very much for tsking the tume to attend our meeting on fathers day li 
was appreciated by all of usin LMBOA 


| am enclosing a copy of the outline | had at the mecting that you sad you would like a 
copy of. I have crossed out the tems that you answered completely. If you could, | would 
appreciate answers to the ones that | didn’t have a chance to ask and the ones that didn’t get 
completely answered 


Overail, | think alternative C ts good. My biggest concerns arc that i ss not definmtive 
enough, there 1s too much ambiguity m at that could be mterpreted in an unacceptable way and 
that there is in no way cnough staff to umplement a 


You say that “We're not going to mit anything. We're not going to turn anybody away 
This ts fine as long as you are still around to make sure that a ts interpreted that way What 
happens when you aren't around to interpret? Once something ts pul in writing, anyone can take a 
any way they want to if m isn't clearly stated. If there is anything in there that could keep me from 
my boat, that | am paying over $5 per day to keep im a slip, | can not accept # nor. do | think, 
would other slp renters. This ts an issue that | think must be addressed in the plan if # is gomg Wo 
be acceptable 


If parking os a problem, why not merease the available parking spaces’ | know | ake Mead 
Manna has the adddional parking. If that ts too far for them to walk, unless they are kcynnaicty 
handicapped (not someone with grandma's murror tag). that's too bad. It 1s then then chowe to 
g0 somewhere clse. Everyone can't have a front row scat The parking of vehicles wath trailers 
parking im the vehicle parking area gust because it’s closer should also be addressed 


You explained to us about the no alcohol in the Gypsum Wash arca and | couldn | agree 
more. The problem with “C” is that it leaves a lot of question in a persons mind as to what 1s a 
“tugh use area” My first thought would be Boulder Beach or Sandy Beach 
| certainly had not even considered Gypsum Wash and until you told us about @ and | haven't 
talked to anyone else who had 


As | said at the meeting, you say your goal is no open containers m the open space wf the 
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boat. Regardiess of what Utah does or has done, | believe thus ts a totally amnecessary and 
unreasonable aim. Enforcing misuse of alcohol is something | will back you on all the way, but | 
think this goal is out of lime. After all this is Lake Mead Recreation Area. 


The new floating toilets are great. The dumping station feature ts somewhat of a concem. 
The thought of someone pumping out them bilges or dumping waste oil, etc. mio these ts very 
scary to me. If someone were to pump out bilge water with any gasoline or off m it, | believe the 
fumes, especially m this heat, would be extremely explosive. ]t would also create problems and 
increased costs m the treatment of the waste. 


I know one of the biggest bug-a-boos the Park Service has is personnel With the deficit of 
personnel you have now at 105, how do you think this plan that requires approximately 157 
additional! staff will help? How can we es boaters help with enferoement? Will Rangers respond to 
a valid complamt? | know a couple that was at the campground at Las Vegas Bay. The trailer ocxt 
to them had a loud generator and a loud stereo. They mentioned @ to the host and his comment 
was that “yes, they were local people and they do a all the ume”. There was no effort made to 
remedy the situation even though i was afier 10:00PM. They, like most folks, didn’t make out 
any complaim but probably won't be back and you know they will tell others about them negative 
expenence just like they did to me. 


The bottom line ts you need enforcement. If you don’t have the adequate staff to handle 
the existing plan, how can you possibly handie plan C? Would @ not be better and more 
economucal to pul a provision into Alternative A that will cover the PWC probiem and try to get 
105 more poopie to staff that program than try to take such a big jump to Plan C? Let's get to 
where you can enforce what you have before stretching resources ary further 

With the information | have to date and the lack of detad m the written plan, | would 
certaunty have to recommend that Alternative A be adopted, with or without s PWC plan, untl 
Ahernative C 1s defined more concisely m writing and the publac has had a chamoe to thoroughty 
look i over and comment on @ im the final form 


I hope | can get some concise answers so that | can knowledgeably inform others and 
make some final recommendations before the 26" 


I know | get a lathe exuberant at times and for that | apologize, but | hope you do not take 
@ personally and accept what | say as constructive criticism as @ was meant to be 


Again, thank you for your good work and your participation al so many of our meetings 
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LM Masagemeat Plan Questions LAME-02215 
1. I know you have been working on this plan for about 10 years? page 3 of 5 
A How many different editions of the plan have there been? 2 


B. is this the final draft before an alternative is put into place” 
§ If so, will the public be able to comment on the final draft’ 


2 Lake capacsies 


A Why lower boat capacities with plan C - 4965 comb (p.62) 3295 L Mead - 1670 L Mohave 
than A (no change)- 5975 comb (p35) 4201 L Mead - 1774 L Mohave? 
The “Fact Sheet™ you put out says “The overall level of boating activity could slightly 

mecrease 


b. Are those support numbers or 4 limsts of boats on the lake or a ima number’ 


d. I know a says the parking is how you will control the sumbers. How is this gomg to work? If 
you go by parking spaces, you are counting a fish feedmg toursst, a restaurant customer of just 4 
sightsecr as a boat. 


¢. If the pari ‘ag is full at the marina where | have my boat in a slip, are you goimg to turn me away” 
(P7270 &p.i% ul). You said “We're not going to limn anything We're not going to turn 
anybody away,” (RJ 5-22-02 p 7B) That's fine, but if a is im the plan in writing, and it is in 
alternative C, your saying “We're not going to lina anything We're not gomeg to turn anybody 
away” doesn't mean anything dC ts approved and someone down the road takes the plan 
literally 


f. I you are concerned about the number of boats on the lake, why are you allowing a ncw marina at 
Stewart's Pomt 


g. If, at any time in the future, | am turned away, ss the Park Service going to refund me the moncy 
I have had to pay for that day? | am paying over $5/day for a slip plus an annual permit. 
Marina capactties alt C - p.70 


Fi Boat Restrictions 


in “Rural Natural Setung™ whach inchades the Virgin Basin, Gregg Basin, Iceberg Canyon to Pierce Ferry 
& up the Virgin River, you say “some boating” and water activities are restricted (p ai & p 7) That says 
“some boating” not some boating activities. That is too ambiguous. It needs to be defined. The “Fact 
Shoet™ says only restrictions would be the 2%. That 1s contradictory to what the written plan says 


LAME-02215 
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awe 7 — = specific ~ ~ = —— cemanees ; unt — — be 
NBA p29~ states Bodies at 5: 


b Will you be enforcing the nosse level on the big multi engine boats (p.143)? The Nevada Boat Act 
Chapter 488 Nevada Revised Statuc 488.195 (NBA p. 26) states “The use of cutouts ts 
prohibaied™ 


c How about boom boxes on the beaches and m boats” 


d Who will enforce the noise regulations’? P. 45Ak A - ?.77 Ah C) NPS would enforce. At your 
presentation at Boulder City, your people said that NDOW would enforce @ not you. 


Yes a ts hard to enforce because of estumating distance, but if you are half way across the lake and a 
blasts you out & 1s too loud 


Fuel 
All| see mentioned in the plan 1s “legal fueling™ 
a What is legal fueling” 
b. What is “illegal fueling” and where it defined? 
c. Will portable fuel tanks be allowed? 
Wakcless Lopes 
How and who will enforce the wakeless zones? Few PWCs bonor them now 
Stytvfoam 
Akobo] 


i Why ne alcoho! use in “high use areas” (tbI2 p.27)? What specifically constitutes a “high use 
area”? If you have the personal to stop all use, you have enough to control overuse of it 


if | am camping in a “high use area”, are you saying | can’t have a drink? 


é if you are going to have “dry beaches”, you need to specify exactly what beaches you are making 
“dry” 


d You say your goal is “no open container in open space of boat” (p 287) Are you trying to say 
that passengers won't be able to drink in a boat? 
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Pohution LAME-02215 


a What are PAHs m reference to 2 cycle injected engines” page 5of 5 


b The new floating toilets with the dump stations are great. but how are you going to control the 
pumping out of bilges mto them” 


Caforcement 

impact on Park Operation - The way as -P xviii 
“the Lake Mead staff 1s deficrent m over 105 positions necessary to provide adequate visitor 
services and education, facility upkeep and resource management (NPS 1999a).” /999a - “Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area Business Plan (mn file ai Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area, NV 

Alternative B- P xxi 
~ a total of 147 additonal park staff would be required to effectively umplement this ahernative 


Alternative C - oan 
“approximately 157 additional full-time or scasonal positions would be required to effectively 
mnplement this alternative.” 


Alternative D -P xxv says 169 


You can’t get staffing now. How do you hope to enforce the new alternatives” 
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Chamber of Commerce 


June 17, 2002 


We are looking forward to your visit with the Laughtrn Chamber of Commerce 
Board of Directors next week As expressed. we are concerned about the 
possible Jet Ski ban in the Lake Mead Natbonal Recreaton Area and its mmpact 
on our economies and the safety of the Colorado River 


Unfortunately ths unique meeting between National Parks and the toursm 
industry ieaders in the Colorado Rive: region 6 taking place a full week after 
public comments are due relatve to the draft L!S Natonal Parks Service 
Management Pian for both Lake Mead and Lake Monave 


Thus plan, which caits for NO improvements at Kathenne Landing 1s extremely 
Nevada and 


To be sure several members of the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce Board of 
Directors have reviewed the pian and concur with the official opposition to the 
plan taken by the Laughhn Town Board last week 


Our pnmary concern is that out of the four alternatves descnbed in the draft E'S 
ranging from Alternative A. which 1s no action for development of the lake areas 
to Alternatve D. which is “emphasized growth with a corresponding reducton in 
the vanety of recreational achvites available in the recreaton area " none offer 
any type of facility expansion or improvements to marinas or coves nearest 
Bullhead City and Laughin 


As you know, these two communities welcome five mulhon visitors each year and 
are almost wholly dependent on a vulnerable tounssm market We spend a great 
deal of ime effort and money to encourage visitors to eryoy all that we have to 

Offer, wrth an emphasis on outstanding recreational opportunites it appears the 
NPS pian may deliver exactly the opposite expenence to the visitor than we are 

promusing 


-more- 
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Kathenne Landing and Princess Cove on the Anzona side of Lake Mohave and 
the undeveloped Telephone Cove on the Nevada side of lake Mohave are 
mentioned in your plan as being adequate to handle thew current capacity — 
especially on holiday weekends But the facilities are simply ignored beyond that 


in the effort to dnve boaters north to Cottonwood Cove and to more primitive 
areas of Lake Mohave to ‘protect the environment,” the plan fails in its mission to 
also support our visttors’ current needs 


Alternative C. the preferred alternative by the Nationals Parks Service. calls for a 
range of recreatonal zones on Lake Mohave from primitive to urban The 
Laughtin Chamber of Commerce is supportive of that goal along with stncter 
regulatons to ensure litter and sanitabon control and the continued use of two- 
stroke engines and personal watercraft through 2012, except in areas specifically 
Zoned to prohibit all motorized vessels. And like the Natonal Park's Service, we 
also support more environmentally sound standards set by the Environmental 
Protecton Agency dunng the development of this personai water craft issue. 


That 1s where our support stops. The EIS ciaims to address several 
environmental wnpacts of the described alternatives, but it recommends a plan of 
action without thoroughly examining the impacts to the visitors expenence or to 
the local economves There is one general paragraph about these impacts 
without any substantating documentation Additionally, there was little or no input 
collected from the local communities since this plan began to be drafted in May 
of 1993! 


The three elements used to ascertain support for each alternative include an 
eight to ten year old survey that claims a “perceived” social crowding in our area 
of the lake While we have little faith in a survey that is almost a decade old, we 
have less in the pian's methodology for dealing with this crowding — that is to 
compietely limit improvements to drive away the business. 


We would suggest a meeting of the community leaders to instead manage this 
recreatonal business by joining forces As we have stated before local 
businesses and the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce stand ready to help compe! 
rmd-week visits to Lake Mohave, offer assistance in Clean up Campaigns, 
encourage, through marketing and public relatons, use of the full 150 miles of 
the lake and to partner with you to conduct a survey that is more representatve 
of lake users in the 21" century 
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While we hope that the community of Searchlight 1s excited to see pians for a 
launch ramp expansion, slips additions and more boats in the rental fleet at 
Cottonwood Cove, we believe that our neighbors to the north are also mindful 
that the marina is a full 50 miles from our market. Our recreaton-onented visitors. 
n they continue to come at, will be forced to travel to Cottonwood Cove on 
dangerous roadways, just to launch their boats. Either way you look at i, jong. 
unaddressed lines at Kathenne Landing or an extended drive to another ramp 
discourages use of the ak and discourages visitation to our area 


The Colorado River communities of Laughlin and Bullhead City will be dealt a 
severe biow if improvements in our launching facilites, parking areas and 
sanitation facilities are not included in your alternatives 


will miss an opportunity to better serve the public if we do not work together and 
share resources to achieve your mission: 


To ensure the protection of park resources while allowing a 
range of recreational opportunities to support visitor needs. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the draft EIS of the 
National Parks Service management Pian for the Lake Mead Recreational Area 
We look forward to personally discussing these comments with you next week. 


Cc: Nevada Senator Harry Reid 


Laughlin Town Advisory Board Members 

Laughiin Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors 
Searchlight Town Board Members 

Bullhead City Manager Dan Dible 

Bullhead Area Chamber of Commerce Director Mike Conner 
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May 28, 2002 


Mr. Wilham Dickinson 
Superintendent 

Lake Mead Nationa) Recreatoon Area 
60) Nevada Way 

Boulder City, NV 89005 


Dear Mr. Dickinson 


Thuis letier is intended to represent the Personal Watercrafi Industry Association's 
(PWIA) official comments regarding Lake Mcad NRA’s Lake Management Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). PWIA was formed in 1987 as an affiliaic of 
the National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) PWIA’s mission is to unite 
manufacturers of personal watercraft (PWC) in order to promote safe and responsible 
operanon of PWC, and to work with federal, state and local regulatory agencies to ensure 
that PWC are not singied out for disparate treatment 


PWIA would like to take this opportunity to applaud the staff of lake Mead and al! those 
who have worked on thus DEIS for developing a management plan that treats all 
motonzed recreational boating the same PWLA 1s a strong supporter of educating 
boaters, protecting the environment and reasonable regulations, and we foe/ that 
Alternative “C” of this DEIS strikes a balance that accomplishes all of those goals 


The PWC industry is very proud of the low emission new technology engines that have 
been developed The phase in of the Environmental Protection Agency's 2006 marine 
recreational engine emission standards has already begun to make current WC some of 
the cleanest vessels on the water By the time the EPA 2006 standards are fully 
implemented. a complete turnover of the PWC fleet should be well underway , leading to 
cleaner waters for el] boaters by the year 2012 


The harmonization of Anzona, Nevada, and NPS boating regulations 1s an outstanding 
goa! that will ensure faarness, consistency, conflict reduction, and case of enforcement 
PWIA supports mandatory education for all operators, a munimum age of |6 years to 
operatc a personal watercraft (18 to rent), mandatory lifeyacket use, use only during 
daylight hours, and operation at slow-no-wake speed within i 00 feet of shore, anchored 
boats, piers, or swimmers. Alternative “C” will institute a no-wake zone within 100 feet 
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of shore, which PWIA whole-heartedly supports. PWIA encourages the NPS to work 
with the Anzona and Nevada Boating Law Admunistrators to umplement the uther aspects 
of PWIA’s Model PWC Act, so that all boaters will be able to have a better experience on 
the waters of Lake Mead, as well as on all other bodies of water within the two states A 
copy of PWLA’s Model PWC Act is enclosed for your review 


For the record, PWIA would like to correct a few imaccurate statements made on page | |. 
and repeated clsewhere in the text. The DEIS states. 


The majority of personal watercraft are powered by conventional two-cycle 
engines and have a typical operating life of 10 years The newer engines are 
reported to be 30% more efficient than the eariver models This means the vessels 
could travel 30% farther and produce 30% less emissions than the earlier models 


Personal watercraft manufacturers have invested a great deal of moncy on new 
technology engine research and development. D:rect-inyection engines have been 
available im PWC for four years, and three PWC manufactwers mtroduced four-stroke 
engines for the 2002 model year. The typical operating life for a PWC is 3 years fore 
rental vessel, and 5-7 years for a privately owned vessel, not !0 years as stated in the 
DEIS. Additionally, the aew technology engines in today's PWC are indeed 30% more 
fuel efficrent, allowing greater miles per gallon However, these new engines have 
resulted in an astounding 75% reduction in hydrocarbon+ NOx emissions 


Further on page 11, the DEIS states 


More than one million personal watercraft are estumated to be in operation today 
in the United States Sometimes referred to as “jet skis” or “wet bikes,” these 
vessels use an inboard iniernal combustion engine powering a waier jel pump as 
its primary source of propulsion They are used for enjoyment, particular|y for 
stuntlike maneuvers, and they are designed for speeds up to 70 miles per howr 
Personal watercraft are the fastest growing segment of the boating industry 
representing over one-third of total sales 


Personal watercraft can be used for many things, including search and rescue, but current 
industry research finds that they are mainly used for touring and pulling waterskers cic - 
not for performing “stuntlike maneuvers” , although a few models are 
capable of speeds in the low 60 mph range. most PWC perform well below that level, and 
certainly not at speeds of up to 70mph. 


PWC are also not the fastesi growing segment of the boating market According to the 
National Marinc Manufacturers Association (NMMA), PWC sales and population 
estimates have been declining for several years The number of PWC sold, the total 
number in existence, and the percentage of the total fleet of recreational boats thet PWC 
represent has been on a downward trend. Only 83,000 PWC were sold in 2001, 
representing approximately |5.3% of all boat sales in 2001. These numbers have been 
Steadily declining from approximately 200,000 PWC sold in 1995, representing an 
estimated 30% of all boat sales in the mid 1990's In 2001, there were approximately 
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1.053 mulhon PWC in existence, which constitutes approxsmately 6 2% of the estimated 
total of boats in existence, down from |_| million PWC representing 6.6% of the fleet m 
1998 


Finally. on page |!, the DEIS states 


The National Park Service frst began to study personal watercraft in Everglades 
National Park The studies showed thai personal waiercrafi use over emergent 
vegetation. shallow grass flats and mud flais damaged the vegetaiwm adverse!) 
impacted the shore birds thai fed on the vegetation and disturbed the life cycles 
of other wildlife 


PWIA would like to pomt out that the Everglades “study” referred to by the DEIS was 
conducted in | 988, and oniy referred to the potential impacts of personal watercraft 
Additionally, PWIA would agaun like to point out the evoluvon in the PWC market, to 
three and even four passenger crussing models. and the order of magnutude change in 
technology thal powers PWC, making them armnong the cleanest and quietest vessels on 
the waicr. 


All forms of boating have some impact on the environment. PWIA recognizes that for 
varnous reasons, there are some arcas thai are inappropnate for any motorized boating. 
whether they are fishing boats, PWC or family runabouts When used responsibly and 
withun the limits of the law, personal watercraft have not been shown to have a greater 
umpact on the environment than any other form of motorized recreational boating 


In conclusion, PWIA would like to thank you for treating all motor boaters the same. for 
working on methods to reduce conflicts between all users, and for providing an 
opportunity for people to recreatc un a manner they choose. in a safe, clean, and well- 
managed environment PWIA is always ready to assist public land managers and 
regulators in any way possible. if we can ever be of any assistance, please do not hesitatc 
to contact us. 


Sincerely, 


Wack &! Soflne 


Monita W Fontaine, Esq 
Executive Director 
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SIERRA RECREATION IssuEs Commitee 
CLUB 


FOUNDED see) 


June 26, 2002 


Supenntendent 

Lake Mead National Kecreatson Arca 
601 Nevada Highway 

Boulder City, NV 89005 


RE. COMMENTS OF SIERRA CLUB - RECREATION ISSUES COMMITTEE? 
On “Lake Mead National Recreation Area - lake Management Plan and 
Draft Fnvirenmenial impact Saiement ” 


The Sierra Club's national ( ommurttee on Recreation Issues, representing the 
approximate!) 650.000 menyhers of the Sserra Club, presents the following ( ommments on 
the Lake Management Plan and DEIS. We are commenting prumanty on the Sounds ape 
and Nowse clement relateng to the Personal Watercraft Usage (The Club's Toryabe 
Chapter has submutied additonal comment, pnmanty on other environmental aspects «! 
thus plan ) 


Of the Alternatives presented, we favor the conservation Alternative B parucularly as tw 
the poise umpacts, however, with the caveat that Alierpauve B 1s sul insufficiently 
Uvtigated (© marntan the natural quict and other covirogmnental resources of this 
ueasured Park We offer below additonal nore mitgatons to be considered in the Plan. 
and detasled comments on the Draft Environmental impact Sustement sounds ape 
clement 


LEGAL AUTHORITIES. SOUNDSCAPE PROTECTION 
A pnncipal concern ts the nose of motors from Personal W atercraft 
Protecaon of Nabonal Park Svstem Soundscapes from the norse of motors (particularly 
aarcraft, but also in general) has heen recogmzed through the following laws and 
regulavons, among many others 


7 PL. 93-420 “Grand Canyon Enlargement Act of 1975", sce section on 
aircraft noise 


° PL. 100-91 “National Parks Overflights Act of 1987" 


) 


atu. 


WOUND. 


col 
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° Pi. 166-81 “Navona Parks An Tours Managemen Ac of 0) 
isee Tethe Vili) 


. NPS Derector » Order 47 and Reterence Manual 47 


INADDOUATE SOUNDSCAPE ANAL YSIS OF LAKE MEAD NRA 


The soundscape analysis ter! ake Mead NRA appropriate to thus Plan has amply cmt 
heen dome The only bent of analyen for Lake Mcad NRA (LMNRA) « revealed by the 
first sentence on Page 144 of the DEIS “Jrwenssty bxestung natural amine sand bewels 
written the preyoct area are cupected to range tram roughly 20 to 4) dec itels 


That semtence 1) supported by no omprncal. Compechemsive. aggregaic analy sis of sound 
anywhere wrthen Lake Mead NRA itself Mt samply © 2 propectson of data gathered 
cheewhere Whole thus other data 1s certamly of mmterest, the fact remains that the specitx 
soundscapes of | ahe Mead NRA have not been studied of geographically charactenzed 
erthet overall, or as to crmcal subunns of the NRA 


KEY POINT Before remetateng sot shin, the NPS at uamemum therciure noeds bs 
pertorm tull, quality a vusty data collecvon thiyughuut the Lake Mead NRA. wuffh sen 
tor N’S tages: the ampects of currcn_aad propused jet gu and other «atcveralt upage 
om the natura! sounds ape ip the Lake Mead NRA 


An ecxemplary data set tor son National Park has put become avmilable im the nce draft 
“Wele Report” WR 02407, “The Swundscape m 7100 National Park”, Contract No $443 
CX2000-98-0°8 (May, 2002) (Cover Page attached } Accordme to the report 1 hus 
data set characterizes the wundwape wy Zion = More generally, ts ropert shows « 
method that can he rephicated to measure the soundscape on other park. 


The Seorra Club belrewes that renewed pet ski usage of Lake Mead NRA chould be 
permitted only after 2 camila. mdepth soundscape stody ha been completed, 
specifically om the Lake Mead Natonal Recreation Area We observe that no cystemmatn 
etiont to study the LMINRA soundscape has yet been undertaken Yet. the Zion 
sounds ape report paves the way for expedstiousty dow, nt 


KEY POINT No Record of Decrson or tinal Lavironmemal impact Matemem for the 
Lake Mead NRA © atercraft Managemen! Plan showld be assved un! » good quality 
soundscape stud). cwmparebie jo the Zeon study. has been done at LMNELA. and o> date 
congadered m cvaluaton of al) alternatives 


It os not acceptaite to rely on the much bess adequate data (practically non-custent) tor 
Lake Mead NRA. as seen im the TEIS, relymg metead on himited deta available trom 
other parks all om other states ft 1s unacceptable te have presented mo systematic 
sound mentoring or sounds ape analysis for sites spectfically throughout the | MNR A 


~2- 
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INADEQUATE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 


KEY POINT The cumulative mupacts analysis fe nore. roguared wmder NEPA. 1s grovel 
mewftwocot ji sumply wa mot _periormed, yudgumg trum the shotchy masters! proyermed 
om pages 162-16}, for example, up the DIETS. mon for any of thee Alternatives 


Accordmg te the May, 200) decemom trom the US. Coun of Appeals D.C Corcunt m 


Case Wo OF-1154, “gand Canyon Trust vs Federal Avigihon Admumstravon”, the 
tallowing clement, must he covered 


. The arca in whach the morse effects of the proposed proyect will be felt 

. The mae mmpacts that are capected m that arca from the proposed proyoct 

. Cnher achoms «past. presemt. and proposed. and reasonably foreseeable 
that have had ot are cxpocted ty have nerve empacts om the same areca 

. The nore ompacts or expected mur unpacts from these other acthm. and 

. The overall mene ompact that can be expected rf the endividual nox 


mmpacts are allowed to acc ummubatc 


The DIETS dues not quantity the morse emmpacts. aaah less quantety ourmulatyve mmpacts. «' 
nose on the Park a aresult of vanous hurman-made nose sources (amspace lake ‘land | 
How could a having presented ahchutchy mo ste specif nore maps tables or trme 
tustones’ These are prerequisite They should he hased on quantitative. aggregated 
none analysis specific to a vanety of ses wrthen the Lake Mead NRA 


INADEQUATE MEASURABLE STANDARDS AND INDICATORS RL NOISE 


The Norse indicators and standards tound m the DEIS are qualstative only, they romam 
quantifiahly vague and therefore subyect to arbetrary interpretation and application in the 
TLIS. as m amy Sounds ape Management Plan. these need to he quantifiably established 
preferably as per the VERP process utehzed em many other Parks by the NPS 


[YF 


SEN TININO) 


LAME-08207 
page 4 of 5 
KEY LITERATURE SOURCE NOT APPLIED 
Nowhere in the DEIS can one find reference to a recent key Report: “Drowning in 


Noise. Noise Costs of Jet Sas in America” - a Report for the Noise Pollution Clearing 
house, by Charles Komanoff and Howard Shaw. (April, 2000) 


KEY POINT. The FEIS should specifically apply the kev findings of the “Drowning in 
Noise” Report. 


The Report finds that the most effective way to reduce noise annoyance and lost 
enjoymenm is 


° lo concentrate PWC usage in a few designated areas, 

. lo restrict operation to at least three quarters of a mile from beaches 

7 To require all new machines to be 5 dBA quieter 
Together, these three strategics would reduce the disamenity costs of lost enyoyment by 
R50 


These scsentific principles and findings need to be applied at Lake Mead 


TNCOMPLETE NPS PLANNING DOCUMENTS AND EFFORTS 


Along with completion of a full Soundscape data collection and analysis specifically for 
the Lake Mead NRA, the National Park Service should first complete a “Soundscape 
Management Plan” for the Park (as per Director's Order 47), as well as the NPS 
Reference Manual 47 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement, at mimimum, should detail the status of the 
Soundscape Management Planning for the Lake Mead NRA, and convey in updated, 
more specific form. the direcuon and guidance being provided in Reference Manual 47 


PARK ACREAGE ASSIGNED FOR PWC USF IS TOO HIGH 


89-98%. water acreage of the LMNRA that would continue for PWC use-- under 
Alternatives B, C, and D-- is far too high. All users, including those on other and quieter 
or more stationary watercraft, should be able to enjoy the Park 


/93 


LAME-08207 
page 5 of 5 


TEMPORAL “TIME-SHARING” SHOULD BE INSTITUTED 


KEY POINT: Temporal — not yust spatial — limits for PWC use should be set 


For example, morning and sunseVeverung curfews — analogous to those currently 
imposed on air tours over the Grand Canyon — should be specified for a substantial 
portion of the Park's water acreage. This would afford a genuine sense of choice and 
“respite” for all Park users. It also would reflect a Park Service quality standard that 
respects the enhanced, particular “power of place” that obtains at dawn and sunrise. 
sunsct and twilight 


(Another mitigation of this sort — as the DEIS appropnatecly recognizes -- ts to set aside 
one or more days per week, for no PWC usage ) 


The Sierra Clud appreciates the opportunity to communicate these views to the National 


Park Service now, for our Familhes, for our Future 


Sincerely yours, 


f } A Hi 
Dick Hingson, Chair 


Noise subcommuttee of 
The Sierra Club — Recreation issues Committee 


Attachment: Cover Page of “Wyle Report” (drafi 710n National Park Soundscape Study 
May, 2002) 


Enclosure: Cover Page, “Summary”, and “Introduction”, from “Drowning in Nowe 


Noise Casts of Jet Skis in America A Report for the Noise Pollution Clearing House’, 
by Charles Komanoff and Howard Shaw, ( April, 2000) 
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Southern Nevada ( — 


- SIERRA 
CLUB 


POUNDED 1892 


~ > 


June 3. 2002 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
Lake Management Plan 

601 Nevada Highway 

Boulder Coty, NV 89005 


Dear LMNRA 


The Southern Nevada Group of the Sierra Club generally approves of the | ake Managenics 4 
Plan, Preferred Alternative C as presented mn the L MNRA | ake Management Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 


Of some concern to us ts the only 1% Primitive and 1%: Semy-prumutive amount of lands 
designated in At C We do not advocate | 1"% as proposed in Ah B, however we wish to bring 
to the attention of the LMINRA, and others involved in the scopmg process, some of the beacfit, 
of reserving more area m these two categones 


For umstance im ocean fishing it 1s well documented that non-fishing areas serve as an excellent 
breeding habitat for depleted species Thus then results im greater and larger catch w. the adjacent 
waters as the fish migrate beyond the protected zone Addinonally. the urban mpact on the 
overall LMNRA 1s becoming more apparent each year Setting aside a poruon of the water arca 
and a portion of the land area, as Primitive / Semi-pnmative is prudent future planning We 
therefore, advocate that the 2% combined Primitive / Seru-primitrve area in Alt C be increased 
to 4%e - such appropriate allocation to be based on imformation already available as part of thus 
DEIS 


This orgatuzation does not approve of the current older model PW(s currently in use on Lak« 
Mead. and elsewhere These craft are often noisy and polluting We acknowledge that the 
newer models have a lower environmental mpact. and we further acknowledge that th 114 
regulaons tor future generations of this pleasure craft wall insure a still lower mmpact As such 
we approve the Alt C gradual phase-out of the PWC generations wm current use on | ake Mead in 
favor of the cleaner, lower impact new generation designs 


However we would bke, at this trme, to go on record wath strong criticism of the I ake 
Management Plan coverage of the issue of water quality “Impacts on Water Resources 1s 4 
topic frequently mentioned in this DEIS The algae green slime that covered a huge portiwo vo! 
ake Mead for 5 months in 2001 , and which os returmng in 2002 as of this date, ts not 
mentioned 


es 
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Mr Bill Burke, LMNRA staff, explamed at the Boulder City Public Comment Meeting on May 
22, 2002 that this issue was not within the scope of this DEIS because water quality standards are 
regulated by the state He also cited other reasons for thes ormsson 


Mr Burke spoke at length on the cause of the algae bloom It was obvious that the technical 
cause of the algae bloom is very well, if not completely, understood by the LMNRA. While 
enlighterung, this revelation was very distressing because this information on the causes of the 
algae bloom has, to the knowledge of persons in our orgamzation, never been made public 


it 1s unlikely that any alternative other than Ah C will be chosen so, therefore, it is unlikely that 
the general public users of PWCs will suffer any prohibmons on the use of their PWCs in Lake 
Mead before they wear out from seasonal use Yet it 1s this very issue of pollution caused by 
PWC use that has caused many users and vendors of PWCs to become most concerned by the 
issuance of this Lake Management Plan DEIS 


It is most unfortunate to cause such public alarm over PWC use pollution in Lake Mead, whuch 1s 
actually a lesser issue when the real issue is totally omutted from the DEIS Nobody wants to go 
boating or swimmung in green algae Green algae can generate other slim (non-technical). 
perhaps blue-green algae, which is even more offensive 


This algae bloom is a very loud barometer telling everyone that Lake Mead is sick. It ts 
imcumbent on the LMNRA to include in the DEIS a full technical dissertation on this illness 
because it has occurred within the allowed scoping window for the EIS and 1 ts the single 
greatest problem that Lake Mead 1s currently facing This subject should have been and should 
be covered in depth without the requirement for such a demand from the public If at this ume 
no sohuton is clearly at hand, then this should be so stated Any potential solutions should be 
renewed in the DEIS, including other government agency involvement 


If it 1s necessary to draft an environmental umpact statement specifically on the subject of what 
may be causing the algae sickness of Lake Mead, this process should be started unmediately 
The political debcacy of this problem notwithstanding as Lake Mead 1s the recipient of most of 
the Las Vegas effluent discharge, mention and substantive review of the currently available 
information should be included in the LMNRA Lake Management Plan because this Lake 
Management Plan is charged wrth evaluating the “Impact on the Water Resource” Suche 
mission can only be cosmetic and incomplete without meaningful mention of the ongoing algae 
sickness of Lake Mead 


Sincerely, 


Fred Dexter, 
LMNRA Lake Managemem Plan EIS Committee 


Cc —_ Marcia Forkos, Chairperson, SNG Sierra Club 
Jane Feldman, Chairperson, SNG Conservation Committee 
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June 28, 2002 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
Lake Management Plan 

601 Nevada Highway 
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


RE Comments on Lake Management Plan/Draft Environmental impact Statement 


Dear Supermtendent Dickinson 


The Wilderness Society and National Parks Conservation Association appreciate 
this opportunity to comment on the Lake Mead National Recreation Area (LAME) Lake 
Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Both orgamzations 
have a demonstrated and strong commitment to the sound management and weil being of 
the National Park System including Lake Mead National Recreation Area We belong to 
the Natural Trails and Waters Coalition, e coalition of over 90 organizations working to 
protect and restore public lands from the severe abuse caused by off-road vehicles 
including personal watercraft (PWC) 


Lake Mead National Recreation Area 1s 4 special place where water meets the 
Great Basin, Sonoran, and Mojave deserts More than 240 bird species, 105 mammal and 
reptile species, and hundreds of plant species dwell in this breathtakingly scenic 
environment With such great natural wealth to maintain, and more than 9 mulhon visitors 
flocking to Lake Mead National Recreation Area from across the country each year, 
serious overcrowding and environmental management problems have ansen The shaping 
of Lake Mead’s future through an updated Management Plan ts of considerable 
importance Our comments on the DEIS are as follows 
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Our Recommendation: tad all personal watercraft use by ameadieg AMeraatre B 


We beheve that the mnpact of PWCs on LAME's environment has been senousty 
underestimated m the DELS With the long-term future of the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Arca m cund, we urge the National Park Service to select Alternative B wath 
an amendment banrung all personal watercraft use Both visitors and a diversity of anumal 
and plant species—-some found nowhere else m the world will directly benefit from 
chrrunating PWC, whuch are a threat to the park's musson of unmpaired conservanon 
There ss little concrete data presented m the DELS to suppor contunued use of amy PWC 
including two stroke or four stroke modeis Though the primutive areas, shoreline 
enhancement proyects and non-motorized inflow areas outlined in Alternative B will 
protect parts of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave from the damages of recreational boating. 
it 2s critical that adequate enforcement funding and the proactive protection of 
endangered species are ensured PWC pose a threat to endangered specs, and i 1s 
crucial thet spawning and xesung areas be identified, well marked. and provided greater 
protection through an mmediate removal of PWC from the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area Therefore, The Wilderness Society and National Parks Conservation 
Assocation strongly recommend umplementing Alternative B with an amendment 
banning personal watercraft 


I The DEIS does not comport with Lake Mead National Recreation Area and 
the National Park Service's statutory obligation to conserve natural 
resources. 


Lake Mead Nationa) Recreation Arca must compiy with the Navonal Park Service 
(NPS) Orgamec Act, NPS regulations, NPS Management Poles and Executwe Orders 
11644 and 11989 ht os clear that any use of personal watercraft im the park unt runs 
counter to eusting laws and regulation The purpose of the Nathonal Park System 1s clear 
to protect park resources and ensure that vistior use does not Cause umparment 


A. The Organic Act of 1916 


The National Parks ave intended to preserve the nation s treasures m perpetuity 
This can onty be accomplished by preserving and ma:mtaiung this park's special features 
and the ability of citizens to enjoy those features When mt created the National Park 
Service mn 1916, Congress gave the agency a clear mission 

to conserve the scenery and the natural and histori: objects and the 

wildlife therem and to provide for the enyoyment of same in such manner 

and by such means as will leave them wnumpaired for the enjoyment of 

future generations. (NPS Orgarac Act) 


Congress reaffirmed and further clarified the Park Service mission m the 1478 Redwood 
Act, stating 
the protection, management, arc admin stration of these areas shall be 
Conds ted in light of the hugh publi. value and integrity of the National 
Park system and shali net be exercised in derogation of the valwes and 
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purposes for which these various areas have been established 
(Redwood Act) 
The National Park Service Orgamic Act, passed in 1916, (16 U S.C §1 et seq) 


sets forth the purpose of the NPS as “to conserve the scenery and the natural and histonc 
Obyects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such 
manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the emoyment of future 
generations" The intent of Congress was to preserve the scenery, natural objects and 
wildhie of the National Parks (The legislative lustory of the Orgamc Act provides 
addmonal support for the preservabon mandate in a House Report on the Act, for 
example, the overnding purpose of the bill was stated as to preserve “nature as it exists ” 
(H. Rep No. 700, 64* Congress, 1% Sess. 3 (1916)) 


The fundamental purpose of parks also mcludes “enjoyment” of park resources 
This enjoyment 1s meant broadly to include people who visit parks as well as those who 
and again mterpreted the Orgamic Act as holding conservation ~f park resources 
preemunent over emoyment of them, visitor use must not causc umpairment of park 
resources and values 


Congress provided the National Park Service with the discretion to manage 
national parks. but luruted that discretion by the requirements of the Organic Act that 
park resources and values be left “unumpaied™ for future generations This duty to avoid 
impairment establishes the primary responsibility of the National Park Service “The 
umparment of park resources and values may not be allowed by the Service unless 
directly and specifically provided for by leguslation or by the proclamation estabhshing 
the park " (NPS Management Pobcies at | 4.4) The Park Service has an affirmative duty 
to prevent degradatvon of park resources and values “NPS managers must always sock 
ways to avord, or to minumuze to the greatest degree practicable, adverse umpacts on park 
resources and values " (NPS Management Policies at | 4 3) 


impairment us an umpact that affects a resource or value that is “necessary to 
fulfill specific purposes” identified in formation of the park or “key to the natural and 
cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enoyment of the park” (NPS 
Management Policies at 1 4.5) The “park resources and values” that fall under the 
impairment standard include scenery, wildlife. natural soundscapes and smell, and all 
natural process and features Also not to be mmpaired is “the park's role in contributing to 
the national dignity, the hngh public value and integrity, and the superlative 
environmental quality of the navonal park system. and the benefit and inspiration 
provided to the Amencan people by the natvonal park system " (NPS Management 
Pobloes at i 4 6) 


The District Court of Utah recently clarified that the Park Service 1s not in the 
business to provide recreational opportunstres if those recreational pursusts contrevene 
NPS policy and the Orgamic Act Protection of the resource comes first and all visitor 
access must be in harmony with preservation (Southern Utah Wilderness Alhiance y 
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Dabney (1998 WL 703956 (D. Utah)) At issue was the ‘nght’ of four-wheel drive 
enthusiasts to recreate wn sensitive mpanan areas 19 Canyonlands National Park The 
Court based its decasion to deny continued access on the Organic Act 


The relevant provision of the Organic Act provides that the Park Service is to 
“regulate the use of” national parks by means that conform to thew “fundamental 
purpose”, namely “to conserve the scenery and natural hustonc obyects and the wildlife 
therean and to provide for the emoyment of the same m such manner and by such means 
eee (Organic Act (16 
USC §la-1) 


The Court went on to clarify the oft-cated Organic Act notion of “visitor 
enjoyment ” User groups attempt to broaden the concept of “visitor enjoyment” to denote 
2 right to recreate im or access the parks in any way seen fit The Court disagreed 
“| V):sitor enjoyment” as used in the statute refers to visitor enjoyment of park scenery, 
wildlife, and natural and ustonc obyects that are to be preserved As used m this sense, 
visttor eryoyment does aut refer to visitor enpoyment of outdoor recreational activities 
Opportunities for outdoor recreation are provided on lands managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Sernce (G}rven the availabulsty of less-invasive 
forms of access, permanent mmpairment in order to permit the continued use |of four 
wheel drive vetucles in Salt Creek Canyon) cannot be reconciled with the Organic Act's 

goal of resource protecuon ” (Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v Dabney 
(1998 WL 703956(D Utah)) 


The Organic Act's mtent to conserve park service resources must be upheld in all 
Park Service units including Lake Mead National Recreation Area 


B. National Park Service Managemeat Policies 


Nauional Park Service Management Poboes further clanfy the affirmative duty of 
the Park Service to protect resources and ensure the highest quality expenence for park 
visitors (NPS Management Policies at 8 2) The policies state that the Park Service will 
provide appropnate, high quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy parks The policies 
also make clear that many forms of recreation enjoyed by the public do not requires a 
national park setting and, m fact, can be acoomphshed more appropnately elsewhere 


As a result, the policies require the Park Service 

To provide for enjoyment of the parks, the National Park Service will 

e Are appropmate to the purposes for which the park was established, 

e = Are inspirational, educational, or healthful and otherwise appropnate to 
the park envionment, 

¢ Will foster an understanding of, and appreciation for, park resources and 
values, or will promote eryoyment through @ direct association with. 
mteraction with, or relation to park resources, and 


SENAINING ) 


LAME-08204 LAME-08204 


page 5 of 11 page 6 of 11 
© Can be sustained without causing unacceptable impacts to park resources The LAME DEIS does not adequately address the natural resource and other 
or values (NPS Management Policies at 8 2) visitors eryoyment impbcaton as stated un the final PWC regulavon 
of the fundamental purpose of all parks The Service is commuted to providing Managemem Pobces. and NPS PWC reguianon and places the Park Service in potennal 


| 
appropnate. ugh quality opportunities for visitors to eryoy the parks However, wistatien of Giese cantatas 
| 


many forms of recreation enjoyed by the pubbc do not require a naponal park 
setting and are more appropnate to other venues” The Service will therefore iL pt ~~ Sey ape ey + ae aan 


¢ Provide opportunmes for forms of enoyment thai are umquely suted and 


appropnate to the superlative natural and cultural resources found tn the A. The DEIS does net provide evidence for sufficient law enforcement fueding 
parks to ensure \ stor safety. 
If some types of recreation are not susted for 2 sabonal park setting, parks can In 199%, the Deparument of the intenor evaluated law enforcement uperavons ai Lake | 
“{d)}efer to local, state, and other federal agencies. private industry, and non- Mcad Nathonal Recreation Arca The DEIS states, “a jhthough the Depariment of the 
governmental orgamzations to meet the broader spectrum of recreational needs Imenor found an extremety professional program, they also found that | ake Mead 
and demands ” (NPS Management Policies at 8 2) Navona! Recreavor, Arca was severely understaffed ~ (DEIS at pg | 46) | 
| 
“Unless mandated by stanite, the Service will not allow visitors to conduct The 2002 Lake Mead Budget and Performance Plan specifies that 75*» of the budget 
actrvines that ts allocaied to masntamung visitor facthtes and services Every year range:s respond to / 
© Would park or values. more than 15.000 wnadents, including 300 felony crumes, 400 arrests. 20 to 40 fatabtes. 
' , 400 emergency medical cases, 2.600 boating incidents and nearty 500 water search and 
© Crests an eneate os ashes eavircnment Cor other visors or rescues According to the plan, 2001 funding totaled $16 4 milhon and supported 250 | 
padi full-tume employees (FTE), a shortfall of $12 0 milboa dollars and IS4 FTEs in 
© Are comtrary to the purposes for which the past wes exteblished, or addition, resource protecuon suffered from a shortfall of nearly §/ 6 million (Lake Mead | 
© Unreasonabty interfere with the atmosphere of peace and tranquility, or Hudget and Performance Plan at Px S) 
the natural soundscape maintained in wilderness and natural, histone or | 
comme>norative locations within the park As outlined mm the DETS. an additional 40 law enforcement officers are needed for | 
(NPS Management Policies of 2001, at 8 2) Ahernative B, and 50 or more for proper enforcement of Ahernative C (DEIS a pg 69. | 
79-80) With a iustory of madequate funding. we are skeptical that this needed increase in ! 
The LAME DEIS preferred alternative does not wagh unpacts to other visitors personnel, requiring a mubt-muthon dolla investment, will become a realty The lack of 
and natural resources as carefully as the NPS Management Pobaes clearly indicate sufhoent law enforcement p a) jing im nsks to visttor safety and species 
survivals yet another reason PWC should be banned from the | ake Mead National | 
C. National Park Service Personal Watercraft Regulation Recreation Area 
Having determined that “PWC use is inappropnate im most areas of the Navonal B. PWC are accident-prone thrilicraft that cadanger both PWC users and other 
Park System,” see 55 Fed Reg 15,077,15079 (2000) (Final PWC Regulation)—due to vesitors. 
thew adverse impacts on wildlife, they clevated nouse levels. discharge of ol and gas 
mixture into the water, and thew adverse effects on ‘the resources and values of [NPS The DEIS describes personal watercraft as bemg, “|ujsed for eryoyment. particularly 
: “ for stunthke maneuvers. and they are designed for speeds up to 70 miles per hour 
Parks] of other visttor’s enjoyment of those resources and values,” 63 Fed Reg 
> . , (DEIS at pg 11) We are especially concerned about the PWC use due to as history of 
49,312,49.314 (1998) (Proposed PWC Regulation)—im March 2000 the Nanonal Park e 
, acoidents and myunes A 2000 Amencan Academy of Pediatrics Study states that “PWC 
Service set forth a management approach for PWCs m NPS park units This regulation 
are the only recreational boats for which the leading cause of death s not drowmang. most 
ensured that that the conservanon mandate of the Organic Act and other apphcable laws © 
fatabes result from blunt trauma ” According to the study. most imunes ocour when 
and policies are upheld as the Park Service moved forward with park-specific PWC PWC cothde with other vessels or with fined objects such as docks (/edkatrics Volume 
regulations 10% Number 2, February 2000, pp 452-453) 
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The Hagier Bailly repor provided information on Lake Mead and | ahe Mohave 
vistors’ percepuon of law enforcement and boating -safery wssues (State of Nevada 
i999) As outhned m the DEIS. sbout half of respondents observed one or more boating 
safety problems or volabons, with wake sumping. 3 PWC activity, as the most frequently 
cited ufraction (DEIS at pg 111) We conclude that PWC's pose an unacceptable safety 
nsk_ especaalty with madequate enforcement persunne! to monstor they use With no 
information m the DEIS as to how addmona! enforcement personnel would be funded. 
we urge a complete PWC ban 


fil The DEIS does not adequately address the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area and the National Part Service's statutory obhgation to proteci 
endangered species under the Ladangered Species Act of 1973. 


A. Endangered Species Act Requirements 


The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (“ESA”) protects specses that are listed as 
“endangered” or “threstened "(16 U SC §§ 1531-1544) Section 7 of the ESA further 
durects all agencies to ensure thal amy acuon authored, funded. or carned out by ft us not 
hikety “to yooparduze the contanued existence of any endangered or threatened spoues or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such speces ~ (The 
“jeopardy provision”) (16U SC § '536(aX2)) Section 7 requires the NPS to consult 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that an action does mot violate the jeopardy 
provison (id) Section 9 prohsbrts all persons (private and public) witha the punsdiction 
of the Unined States from “taking” a listed speces (16 U SC § 1538(a)) It os enportant 
te note that a take does not necessarily require a “dead body “ A take arises whenever the 
ksted species 1s harassed, harmed. pursued shot. wounded, killed, wapped captured. or 
collected Even an afienypt at any of these acbons constitutes a “take ~ (Id ) The 
Biological Oprmon issued under section 7 1s usually issued in conjunction with an 
incidental take siztemeni that analyzes the possibilty that the proposed action will take a 
listed species 


B. The DELS does not adequsicty stedy PW threats to cadangered species. 
thereby putting NPS im possible vioistion of the FSA. 


LAME ts home to several federally listed endangered species, inchuding the bonytail 
chub and the razorback sucker, both could be potentially harmed by PWC operation 
Though shoreline enhancement aad inflow area protection may have some mutygating 
effects, the impact of PWC use greatly outwaghs them The DEIS states that, 
“[rjecreaponal use mchding personal watercraft usc, has not been shown to impact 
bonytail chub or razorback suckers” (DEIS at pg 60) However, a is later stated, “| T]he 
wmpacts of recreational use. inchuding boating and personal watercraft use, on endangered 
species has not been thoroughly studied withun the recreation area ~ (DEIS at pg 193) 
Interestingly another sectuon of the DEIS suggests that substantia research has been 
done “TBhotogssts studying the razorback sucker for the past 10 years have noted thai 
the use of motored vehscles wn and around the razorback sucker spawning aggregabons 
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along the shorelines of Lake Mohave causes a great «: of turmoil” (DEIS at pg 173) 
Statements made m the DEIS rmse conmderable con 85 to the Park Service's 
dedhcanon to protectung these two endangered species 


How can m be determined that species are not affected by PWC use when the DEIS 
idemufies a study completed by bolowsts clearly showing that endangered fish ere 
affected” “[P jassing watercraft interrupts spawnung displaces staging and spawning fish 
disturbs substrates. and generally disturbs the fish thes behavior, and ther habnat ~ 
(DEIS a pg 173) Furthermore, the DEIS identifies motored use in shallow areas as an 
especially great concern due to noise and turbulence m close proximuty to the fish (id ) 
Because PWC can operate mn depths as shallow as two feet, they use may comcde wath 
crucal habitat, and therefore must not be permutied Agan we are concerned that the 
preferred alternative in the DE!S does not sufficrenthy evahuate impacts to endangered 
species 


The Endangered Speces Act obligates the NPS to take proactive measures to prevent 
the taking of threatened ot endangered species The DEIS states, “[f fish speces wouki 
conunuc to be monstored to detertrune if recreabonal use creates adverse umpacts 
However, nc managemem actions related to recreation management would be 
unplemented to provide additional protection to these species " (DEIS ai 193) 


We do not view this management phelosophy as proactive, and encourage a policy 
that would more adequately preserve these vital natural resources as required by law and 
NPS polcy In addition to the substandard evaluation of endangered fish, the DE!S 
assessment of recreational threats to bald eagles also ygnores the FSA mandate to 
proactively protect speaes The bald eagle evaluation lacks a viable. screntific analysis 
“[bjecause areas used by the endangered hald eagle are igh cliffs, well sbove the lakes 
direct disturbance would not occur even if visitor use increases " (DEIS at pg 172) The 
NPS assumption that a high chff would provide adequate protection to bald eagles 1s 
of PWC nowe in canyon settings In a North Cascades National Park study. the NPS 
investigated PW('s operating near steep formations 


“[ T]he steep canyon walls of Ross Lake, Diablo Lake, Gorge Lake, Lake Chelan, and 
the Skagst River contain and echo engine nowe For example, single PWC operating 
w the Hozomeen Basin of Ross | ake can domunate sound m the entre hasan f ven 
noise generated by vetucies and campers in the developed US and ( anadian 
lakeshore campgrounds around the basin can be overwhelmed by PWC engine noise a 
mule distant © (Analysis of the Appropriateness of Personal Watercraft in North 
Cascades Nattonal Park Service Complex. Natwonal Park Service (1999)) 


The extreme nowe of PWC s casts doutt upon the NPS finding that the threatened 
bald eagle and possible other bird speces are not currently disturbed / ven more 
quesbonable, however. 1s the conchumon that no disturbance would ocour even under 
increased visrior use We urge the Park Service to reevaluate bald eagle behavior in 
LAME 
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Endangered and thremened spececs are required 16 recerve a hugh degres of protectson 
under the ESA Though s formal Brologacal Opumon regarding the razorback sucker and 
humpback chub has aot yet been issued from the required Secbon 7 conaultahon. the 
opumon of the NPS scems to be that they are not endangered by PWC use Alternauve ( 
would allow contumue motorized use on nearty 100% of Lakes Mead and Mohave 
Among several endangered and threatened species the razorbeck sucker humpback 
nub and bald eagle are all possibly at mek of luie-cycle disturbance and harrassment by 
PWC. whch constitutes a “take” under Section 9 of the ESA The fact that 2 10 year 
study done by trologsst m the area found “ugnificant disturbance” m our opmmon 
sgrafe a disregard by the DES of the “jeopardy provision,” and potentually puts the 
NPS in wolavon of the Endangered Speaes Act 


1V. Water quality and shoreline floras and fauns are being impaired by PWC use. 
saconsistent with the presery atwoe required by NPS ise 20d pobors 


A. Water quality « impaired by PWC use 


The NPS estates that on a gyven summer weekend day 27 000 gallons of unburned 
fuel us discharged into Lakes Mead and Mohave from carbureted two-stroke personal 
watercraft (DEIS at pg 133) Park rangers have reported a “sheen” on the water during 
summer weekends (DEIS at pg 59) The NPS notes that most PWC gas and oil spills 
vokatuze onto the atmosphere because they are relatrvely small and do not threaten plant 
and ammal health (DEIS at pg 133) Even though the levels of pollutants m the lake are 
not m violation of state water quabty standa: ds as mentioned wm the DEIS. « recent study 
by the National Academy of Scence asses concerns regarding negative water quality 
mpacts (DEIS at pg 7°) 


The National Academy of Saences (NAS) recent report Url in the Sea II] Inputs, 
Fates, and | fhects (http ‘pwww nap edu/catalog/|0}88 ttml’se wde), addresses the 
wmpacts duc to personal watercraft’s od and gas muxture Petroleum compounds do not 


LAME -08204 
B Shoretiee Flore sad Feese are trampled by FY ( ser behev ter page 10 of 11 


PWC pose a great mak to sensitive shoreline flora and fauna. Rcterrng to thus mek, the 
DES suates. “7 A jcoom tw shoreline atas >) matorirod vessels an sudong personal 
watercraft, (ond bead to the disturbance «of sensitive piant epo¥ics Sensitive plant spocres 
Gist grow m sandy arcas could be wampled by recreational use of these areas (DELS at 
Pe 16) More than pust 2 potermal mak, the DEIS oudimes typscal veestor behav rors Ghat 
threaten the shorchine on a daily Dams | P jersonal & aterc raft Congrogaie im aboreimne 
accessible arcas and are usually operated «thin @ 6 mules of the shoreline =a base Camp 
8 estabhshed along the shoreline © (DEIS at pg | 1) Though 2 100 foot no-wake zone 
would be established under Alternatives 1 amd (Gis regulation would not prevent the 
wampling of mmportast vcgetative life due to the dix umented arca of PWC use fb vcn 
operating at no wake spoed, PW s destroy plants. and must he banned to allow for 
adequelc protection of shoretne plan habitat 


v. Other aiterastr cs are worfally inadequate ie pros idimg rrsoerce apd \isitor 
experieece protection from FW. 


A. Allowing PWC access to virtually afl of LAME compromises the 
experiences of ether visitors a5 guaranteed in the Park Service 
Mapegement policies 


By keeping 98%. of Lakes Mead and Mohave open to PWC use, the preferred 
alternative fas!s  oneure a satc, enjoyable vesrior cxpencnce for non motonzed 
recreational visstors The nowse created by PWC ts umquety disturbing. as described in 
the DEIS “[t}he nature of personal watercraft may be more disturbung Gian nowe from 
other » atercr aft operating at sala: decibel levels frequent Changes m pitch and raped 
Changes im acceleration and dwecton can create @ouse that can be disturtung to other 
recreahorusts “ (DEIS at pg 16) The nowe generated from PW contradicts the NPS 
Management Pobcres thal protect visitors peacetul and wanguil expenence from hem, 
“lubnreasonably wterferetd) with © 


Thowgh cancers and kayakers do nut represent a large percentage of vistors ai 
this me, increasing non -moutonzed arcas may also im rcase the popularity of Cus bow 
impact use on | ake Mead National Recreation Arca Alternative B would demgnate | | 


always evaporate ito the atmosphere As the NAS correctly notes, pollutants such as 
haghly tox polycycl aromanc hydrocarbons (PAH) can remain suspended in the water 
cotumn, ot deposted un sedument for years after intial depomtion NAS researchers also 
discovered that the suze of an od spill inchcates bttle about mts potenual impact upon plant 
and arwmal hfe They report that even manor, short-term spills can cause detrwmental 
damage to aquatx: wildife s energetic and thosyntheuc processes and immune systems, 
as well as then structural development and reproduction The NAS report reveals that the 
NPS rehance upon siate water quality standards may not be adequate to protect the 
recreatbon area's plants and wildlife in tact. the NAS reports that exposure to 
hydrocarbon pollution can interfere with brolowcal processes at “concentrations several 
orders of magnitude lower than concentrations that mduce toc effects — 


percent of Lake Mead and 2 percent of Lake Mohave as pnimetive More opportunitics fo | | & 
Canpers, kayakers, and other non-metonzed users need to be conmdercd as a larger factor : 

m determoimng a true Park expenence as encouraged by | ake Mead National Recreation 
Area's mission statement “Providing diverse inland water recreanonal epportuniies (1 
@ spectacular desert setting.” Banning PWC would lead the Park Service m the mght 
direction, mm addition, to designating |) percent of Lakes Mohayc and Mead as prumitive 
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An abundance of valuable cultural and archaco!ogn al sites exest withen the | ake 
Mead National Recreation Area The DEIS states that. | pjersonal watercraft could 
impact the utegrity of these srtes " (DEIS at pg 16) ( onsdering the obligaton of the 
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PWC and other motorized actrvitves negatively affect water quality We urge park 
managers to explain scientifically how st can be conchuded that the od and gas mmture 
dumped by PWC is not damaging park resources 
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National Park Service including LAME to preserve these special arcas, we strongly 
recommend the NPS initiate a comprehensive study to ensure cultural sites receive 
guaranteed protected 


VIL = Sensitive inflow areas are being put at risk by PWC use, and require 
Widderness evaluation and potential designation. 


According to the DEIS, sensitive inflow areas contain “primitive” qualities We 
believe these areas must have the highest degree of protection In the cottonwoods and 
willows of the Colorado, Muddy, and Virgin River inflows, bird species flourish im an 
especially sensitive habitat. Currently, PWC can charge imto the Colorado and Virgin 
River inflows at high speed. While these areas would be protected under Alternative B 
we stress that immediate wildlife protection from harassment should be guaranteed The 
DEIS states, “[t}he combination of personal watercraft speed, nous, and the ability to 
access shallow shoreline areas can disrupt nparian habitat areas critical to wiidlife © 
(DEIS at pg 16) Allowing the use of PWC in these areas is inappropriate According to 
National Park Service documentation, the last wilderness suitability study was conducted 
in January 1978 Due to the diversity of plant and animal species and “primitive” nature 
of these areas, we encourage the NPS to mitiate a wilderness suitability study under the 
1964 Wilderness Act 


VILL. Conclusion 


As outlmed in our comments, PWC are impairing endangered species, water quality, 
visitor enjoyment, and shoreline and inflow habitats within Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area Allowing continued PWC use puts the NPS in potential violation of the 
Organic Act, National Park Service (NPS) regulations, and NPS Management Policies, 
and the Endangered Species Act We formally request that the Nationa! Park Service 
adopt Alternative B of the Lake Mead National Recreation Area DEIS, with an 
amendment immediately banning all persona! watercraft use 


Suncerely, 


Kristen Brengel 
Campaign Manage: , Off-road Velucle Campaign 


OO 


Steven Bosak 
Associate Director, Park Recreation and Use 
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June 25, 2002 
Mr. William K. Dickinson 


Superintendent 

Lake Mead National Recreation Arca 
60) Nevada Highway 
Bouider City, Nevada 89005 


Re Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Lake Management Plan for Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area 


Dear Mr. Dickinson. 


The Anzona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the National Park Service's 
Draft Environmental impact Statement (DFIS) for the Lake Management Plan for Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area (NRA) The purpose of the DEIS is to consider alternatives to address 
the management of water-based recreation within the NRA. The DEIS analyzes four alternatives 
to improve the management of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave that provides long-term protection 
of park resources while providing a range of recreational oppertuaities to support visitor needs. 
The four alternatives include proposed acuons related to recreatonal opportunity zonmng and 
Mh 


Recreational Zoning Opportunity 

The Department recognizes the need to develop coordiaated managemem of potenual boater 
conflicts, especially in areas defined in the DEIS as “Urban Park Setungs”. However, we believe 
our agency should have been more involved in designing the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS; (Table 1), along with the conditions and terms that define cach of the five proposed 
settings. We believe certain elements of the five proposed recreational zones, as defined in 
Table |, are inconsistent with our mission and will not meet the needs of cwrent user groups. 
We would appreciate the opportunity to work with you and your staff to complete the ROS 


Percentage of Lake Mead by Zope 

Figure 3 displays the No Action Alternative of the recreational zones at Lake Mead The 
Department believes that, while the figure may reflect current management of the lake, a 
musrepresents current use Exacerbatung this issue are the parameters used to define each of the 
lake zones for example, the area from loeberg Camyon to Pierce Ferry (including Grand Wash 
Bay) 1s sdentified as an Urban-Natural setting The features that define this setting include 
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normal crowding, developed campgrounds, and a limited range of commercial facilities and 
services. This definition is not consistent with the conditions that currently exist in the area. In 
fact, with the exception of the parameter restricting watercraft horsepower and all PWCs, we 
believe this area currently more closcly resembles the Sem:-Prmuitive setting. This also apples 
to the Virgin Basin. 


The Preferred Alternative attempts to create a balance in the ROS. The Department questions 
both the need and logic in establishing a primitive setting zone, as defined in Table |, for Lake 
Mead. This reservoir is characterized by huge basims and sometimes hazardous boating 
conditions created by regular wind advisones. As such, Lake Mead is not often conducive to the 
use of non-motorized watercraft. Furthermore, no attempt to quanufy the current demand or 
forecasted use for such areas was included in the DEIS. The Department believes the Gypsum 
Bed area will often go unused by those secking a primitive experience sunply because the area 1s 
a significant distance from any areas conducive to boat launching. This could create a public 
safety issuc in that st may encourage users to attcmpt to reach the Gypsum Beds from the Bonelli 
landing. 

The semi-primitive setting proposed for Grand Wash (closure to watercraft with >6Shp motors) 
also poses a potential public safcty issue and unnecessarily excludes all motorized watercraft 
from the bay. Boaters that attempt to travel to Grand Wash from South Cove or Pierce Ferry in 
watercraft equipped with less than 65 hp motors are at nsk of sustaining wave-related accidents 
on a reservoir the size of Lake Mead. The result 1s that larger boats are excluded by regulation, 
and smaller watercraft with permitted access cannot safely reach this area on most days. This 
zoning would also unnecessarily eliminate angling in Grand Wash, an area that is extremely 
popular among tournament anglers from around the country, and to live bait anglers. 


The Department believes that prumitive and semi-primitive settings currently exist on Lake Mead 
in Grand Wash and many other areas. We agree that crowding is not conducive to a semi- 
primitive setung, but we fail to see the negative correlation between this setting and boat motor 
size. For example, anglers will travel to an area in Grand Wash bay and either navigate shoreline 
coves with electne trolling motors for largemouth bass or anchor off of points to fish for stnped 
bass. In these cases, impacts to soundscapes are sporadic. The Department does not support 
exclusion of this i user group to an area that provides such significant angling 
opportunity for the benefit of a different user group that has not been quantified or identified 
We recommend maintaining the Semi-Primitive setting that currently exists in Grand Wash, and 
believe horsepower restrictions are not necessary to accomplish this objective. 


Percentage of Lake Mohave by zone 

The Department recognizes the significance of non-motorized watercraft use in the Black 
Canyon area between Hoover Dam and Willow Beach As such, we support management of this 
unique area as both primitive and semi-primitive as outlined in the DEIS. The Department 
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believes the proposed closure to all motorized watercraft for two days cach week for the penod 
user groups However, we question the need to restnct horsepower on motorized watercraft in 
this area to altain a semi-primitive setting, and are not in support of such restrictions. The 
majority of boaters that use the recreation area operate with a minimum of 100 horsepower. The 
desired setting can be realized in Black Canyon without restricting horsepower 


Facilities 
The Department supports the expansion of parking spaces and other facilites. 


Visitor Conflict 

The Department recogmzes the existing visitor conflict between boating groups, between boaters 
and non-boaters, and between separate non-boating users. In general, we support attempts to 
ameliorate these conditions by zoning the shoreline m the Urban Park setting However, we do 
not support any additional zoning that would restnct angler access to the Arizona shoreline on 
enther lake 


Shoreline Confli 
The Department can support the proposed |00-foot wakeless zone along shorelines and around 
people in the water, but these areas should be delineated by markers that conform to the um form 
navigational marking standards approved by the United States Coast Guard) Unmarked contro! 
many areas within the NRA are canyon-bound with fairly narrow channels and may create a 
hazard for boaters being forced to the middie of the canyon. 


Personal Watercraft Use 

The Anzona Boater Access Program is a cooperative effort involving the US. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the Department. The program is designed to increase sport fishing and 
recreational boating opportunsties through the use of angler and boater tax dollars to support state 
sport fishery development. The Boater Access Program is an outstanding example of a “user 
pays —user benefits” or “user fee” program. As such, the Department does not discriminate nor 
Support regulation of public waterways according to watercraft type. However, we can support 
the restriction of watercraft use in order to protect natural resources or for safety-related 
concems. 


Boater Education 
The Department supports the implementation of boater education programs. 


Law Enforcement 
According to the Preferred Alternative, NPS will act cooperatively to develop uniform boating 
laws for Lakes Mead and Mohave Based on management prescriptions within the Preferred 
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Alternative, it may be difficult for law enforcement personnel to enforce many of the laws or 

lati 1 within this plan. Regul . teted to chesell hict (eg, 
wakeless areas), recreational opportunity zoning (motor restrictions) and alcohol use (while 
operating) are Federal law and/or NPS regulations. However, future efforts to attain uniform 
boating laws agreeable to all parties should remain a pnority. 


Sanitation and Litter 

The Department supports efforts to monitor water quality and development of human waste 
facilities (e.g, portable toilets). However, we believe the NPS should alsc identify measures that 
would be implemented if water quality does not meet acceptable standards. For example, 
regulations could be developed that require large watercraft to have contamment systems for 
gray and black water. The Department supports efforts to control litter within the NRA and we 
concur with the proposed prohibition of glass containers. 


The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. Please contact Kevin 


Morgan, Acting Habitat Program Manager, at (928) 692-7700 if you have any questions 
regarding our comments in this letter. 
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June 20, 2002 


National Park Service 

Mr Wiilam Dickinson Supenmiendent 
Lake Mead National Recreauon Area 
60! Nevada Way 

Boulder City, NV 89005 


Dear Mr Dickunsen 


Thank you for outhmsng the alternatrves presented m the Draft Environmental impact 
Suterent for the proposed Lake Mead National Recreational Area s Management Pian a 
the Laughlin Town Advisory Board's meeting of June 1]. 2002 As you may recall, there 
was concern expressed shout the plan w expand facilmes at Cottonwood Cove and 
Fidorado Canyon whule omuttung any reference to modernizing of even expanding the 
recreatonal Lapambites of the existing Katherine 5 | anding area of | ake Mohave 


In reference to the above concerns, the discussion by the Town Advisory Board centered 
on the sovral surveys that were conducted, first, by the National Park Service in | 99) and 
re-taken by the Nevada Drvision of Wildlife in |998 Although the Natonal Park Service 
followed the results of the survey in developing ts management plan. the efficacy and 
accuracy of these surveys have been questioned because they were not necessan!y geared 
toward the Laughlin-Bullbead ( ity area and the type of tournsts coming here No jocal 
tourism industry unput was provided in developing the surveys 


Lake Mohave and rs ass ated amenmues have a very significant economic rmpact upon 
cng enture area especially during the warmer months The area involves three states and it 
18 dependent upon these tourssm dollars As local and state leaders seek ways to attract 
and ever keep vissters comung to ow area in response to the proliferation of Indian 
gauning  Califorma and other states it is necessary to have @ greater range of 
attractions Statements like “Katherine's Landing is @ disgrace.” can only multiply if 
Nanonal Park Serewoe does not take an actve role nm unproving condruons 
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If tourists come to Lake Mohave and Katherine's landing and find it very congested and 
dilapidated, they may not return to the area and our local economy will be seriously 
impacted. 


Our town believes it would be a huge mistake for the National Park Service to ignore the 
local conditions when making its long-range plans for this area National Park Service 
needs to be on-board with locals working together to arrive ai mutually beneficial 
arrangements and upgrades for the Katherine's Landing area, not shifting the market and 
boating usage north to other locations that do not have adequate and safe roads, the 
accompanying facilities, nor necessarily the desire for an added ulux of tourism. 


camping facilities on the Nevada side of the Lake near Katherine's Landing, but well 
south of Cottonwood Cove. 


Therefore, the National Park Service is asked to revisit both the social survey and 
proposed plan to spend little on renovating Katherine's Landing Capital expenditures 
the National Park Service budget should be based upon customer demand, usage 
location rather than on some standardized trrelevant set of questions drawn up for 
generalized results: 

The Town Board, representing the residents and businesses of Laughlin, certainly 
that the National Park Service is not intentionally sending a to 
concessionaires that it 1s not promoting any long-term contracts for ine’s 
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We hope you will respond positively to this letter and its comments, reflect these changes 
m your final Environmental Impact Statement and Management Plan and finally, bring 
about a redeployment of resources to meet the needs of this area. 


Unuted States Senator Harry Reid 

United States Senator John Ensign 

United States Congressman Jim Gibbons 

Clark County Commissioner, District A, Bruce L. Woodbury 

Las Vegas Convention & Visitors Authority, Laughlin Sales Executive, 
Meg Curry-McDaniel . 

Laughlin Chamber of Commerce, Executive Director, JoElie Hurns 
Laughlin Tourism Commission, President, Andre Carner 
Laughlin Town Advisory Board Members 

Searchlight Town Advisory Board, Chair, William Bodkin 

Clark County Laughlin, Town Manager, Jacquelyne A. Brady 
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United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK 
P.O BOX In 


GRAND CANYON, ARIZONA 86023-0129 


Witham K Dickinson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead Natwonal Recreational Area 
601 Nevada Highway 
Boulder Cty, Nevada 89005 


Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review your Lake Management Plan Draft 
Env ronmental 


Impact Statement (EIS) The professional effort of your staff is clearly evident 
throughout the document. 


We concur with Alternative ( as bewg preferred and noted the reference on page 62 to our future 
plannng efforts «thin the Colorado River Management Plan (RMP) As you are aware. our 
ability to explore all possible options wathin the CRMP FIS 1s critical to a successful effort 
Ctearty those options will include discussions of appropriate uses withen the Lower Granne 
Gorge, motorized vessels, and up-river wave! all of which may affect the Recreational 
Opportunity Zoning m areas 22-24. 

Two notes from our Natural Resource staff noted that [ amarisk #s the only exotic plant 
mentioned in the di ument, and they were alvo currows of Lake Mead has experienced amy new 
aquatic cxotn.s such as the Zebra mussel of snails 


We hope members of your staff wall be able to participate i our process just as you welcomed 
our parbcypation on the past. 


Suncerely, 


F Alston 


SIN TNINOL) 


Luc 


LAME -08206 


page 1 of 4 
United States Department of the Intenor 


BUREAL OF RECLAMATION 
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To Mr Bel! Dictonson Supermendent. | ake Mead Nabonal Recre atm Area. 
Nathonal Park Service, 00! Nevada Way, Boulder (ry NV #905 


Fron © boson aon en Director thaw AAwAd- 


Subyect) Reclamation s Comment: on the Draft Lake Management [lan and bn ronmental 
leepact Statement fov the Lake Mead National Recreatwonal Arca 


Reclamation appreciates the opportunity to review and Comment on the Draft Lake Managemen: [Lan 
and Envwonmental bmepact Statement dated Apri! 2000) Re lamation supports the National Part 
Ser me's (NPS) Comtnued effon to mprove the protection and management of the arca 


Bex lamation has the follow ing Comments on the duc ument 
i General Comments 


1 Reconunend you note on show on the Lake Mead National Recreation Area maps that hile 
both Hoover Dam and Davis Dam are located within the Lake Mead Nationa! Recreation Arca they 
are aimumistered by the Bureaw of Reclamation Please show the Reclamation securnty area 
houndanes © all maps 


2 You reference the WPS Mission un the docurmem, therefore. you should provide a cop) of the 
Mission Statement in the append + 


3 Suggest you add mean sea level afer feet mn numerous becauems, an cxarnple is en the 
bxeoutive Summary, Page wn. Progect Location, first paragraph, last semtence, after i | 26 feet 


4 Where you reference | able 2 throughout the document, you should mdhcate the table 1s bn ated 
on page 26 


5 Publi recreation at | akes Mead and Mohave mgrufi anmtly benefit from Reclamation proyer ts. 
without berg alioc ated any of the (oats to burld or marmtamn the projects Reclamation is required hy 
numerous aes, court decesons. and contracts knows, as the Law of te River to make decisions and 
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operate the facilites as required by said law. and tres to take nto consideration other uses such as 
public recreation whenever possshie |i us appropriate to recognize the full potential range of wate: 
operations of | ake Mead m order to property plan and operate publac recreatern facthues Recreation 
facilites at any «ate supply reservar should be designed and built jo work wethen the full range of 
the reservon 


U Specific Comments 


1 Exeoutwwe Summary, page cave, Table £S-6 us 2 summary of Table 40 (pages 118-123) The 
tables are mmconsistet in Table FS 6, the author is presenting only ccrtam phascs of the acuon For 
example m Table BS, under Aiternauve C for Widhife and wildlife habitat (page cave), “some 
beneficaal effects” are insted under Impacts Yet. under Alternatwe (, Table 40 (page 119), the 
Statement “Wridlife «ould be displaced and the habitat would be removed as a result of construction 
activities” 1s also lusted This statement ss quite contrary to “some bencfictal effects” A sumular 
cxample under |brcatcned and codangcrod species (Table 4°) references 4 negatrve impact to the 
desert tartowe, but summanzes as “some beneficial empacts im Table £S-6 


2 Purpose of and Need for the Plan, page 13. Other Plans, Polcses, and Achons Considered. 
Reclarnauon Surplus Water (ritena. first semitone please change am! add the followmg After 
“Colorado Ruvct Basin” add a perod Add and change the follow og “Begonmng m calendar yea 
2002, the mtermm surplus critcna will begun and would extend © vagh 2016 ~ 


3) Ahematives sclected tor Analysis, Alternatrye A No Acton page 'S Recroatronal 
Opportunst) Zomng turd paragraph sccond semen « suggestion t pleasc add vefereacc 
page 268" and “veterence Table B-4" to “Table 2” These boating levels, called boats a any one ume 
(BAOT), were established from Appendix B. Table B-4 page 268 and set the total boating capacity 
of 5,975, woth 4,201 for Lake Mead and 1,774 for Lake Mohave 


4 introduction. Management History of the Recreation Area Page 99 Paragraph | inscr the 
following statement “Davis Dam and Lake Mohave were authorized on Apm! 26, 1941, by the 
Secretary of the intenor and constructed by Reclamation Davis Dam provides re regulation of the 
Cotorado River below Hoover Dam amd faceltates « ates detrvery to Mexico as required by treaty — 


S Introduction, Management History of the Recreation Arca Page. 99. Paragraph) You have 
referenced that the | ake Mead 'satonal Recreateon Area was created by the October #1464 Act of 
Congress You should mm tude a copy of the act m the appendr: with an appropriate footnote on 
page 99 


6 Introduction, Management History of thc Recreation Arca Page 9. Paragraph 6 thud semtune 
Insert at the end of the sentence “and the security areas at and around both Hoover and Daves Dams — 


7 Intraduction, Threatened. Endangered, and Semertrve Species. Page 1). Paragraph 2 Desert 
Tortorses are rdem fied as ccournng & the desert scrub away trom the shorehne areas In the 
Analysis secon anew road is proposed to be Constructed bere cen Government Wash and Box (Car 
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Cove (page 65, paragraph 6). The environmental consequences section also sdentifies this road 
(page 184, paragraph 1). There 1s no mention m esther secon about desert tortoise habitat being 


impacted 


8 Affected Environment, Recreational Use of the Lakes, page 111, last paragraph, middie of nght 
page, scoond senience: suggestion to add “boats” after 60,000 


9. Affected Environment, Recreational Use of the Lakes, Lake Operating Levels, page 111, first 
paragraph, first sentence suggest the following changes. “This plan addresses park managemeni for 
Lake Mead between water clevauons | 180 and 1,210 feet above mean sea ievel.” 


10. Affected Environment, Recreational Use of the Lakes, Lake Operating Levels, page 112 
paragraphs at top of the page suggest replacing the two existing paragraphs with the following 


“On Lake Mead, the average daily elevation for the last 10 years (1992 through 2001) was 
1,193.9 feet above mean sea level. The elevation of 1,221.4 feet above mean sca level 
represents the clevalson at the top of the spillway gates. On July 24, 1983, a maximum water 
surface clevation of |.225.85 fect above mean sca level was reached on Lake Mead. The 
theoretical minimum chevation required to generate power ts 1,083 feet above mean sea icvel 


and the mirumum cle» ation required for the operation of the Southern Nevada Water Authority 
onginal mmtake facalit 50 feet above mean sea icvel 
For the pact 10 yeas 192 through 2002) Lake Mcad has operated between water surfa 


evations 1,173.39 and 1.215 89 feet above mean sca level. Lake Mead may micrea 
lecrcase its operating levels duc to the adoption of Colorado Kuver Intenm Surplus Criteria by 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the above or below snow pack conditions The Surplus Criteria 
will determine the surplus water conditions mn the lower Colorado River Basin for the ume 
penod 2002 through 2016. The mnpacts on recreational resources from this action have beer 
aidressed un the Colorado River Interim Surplus Critena Final Environmental impact Statement 
December 2000, document's prepared by Reclamation (BOR 200) A summary of the impacts 


as they relate to the park operatbon of Lake Mead National Recreation Arca is found in 


, 


Appendix D, page 282 


il. Appendix Appendix D. Summary of Operations Under Forecasted Water Elevation 

page 2k? Appendix D Swimmaf©ry 1 operat ms under forecasted w ater clevatons The purpose of 
this lable by itself is unclear and may be misleading Hoover Dam and Lake Mead were authonzed 
1928, 1 


and constructed by Reclamation under the Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 21 


the purpose of controliing floods. smproving navigation and regulating flow of the Colorado River 
for the storage and delivery of water for wngation and domestic uses, and for the gcneration 


what the fui) range of operations 


‘ ‘ 


electrical energy. Perhaps a graph, tabic, or a section or 
Lakes Mead and Mohas and the associated hydrok cy. Ww sid be beneficial of a lnk to 


Reclamation WEB page and could t cip provide me additional uscfu! onformatron 
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12. Appendixes, Appendix D: Summary of Operations Under Forecasted Water Elevanons, 
page 283, Tabie D-1 please revise the word between “mean seal level” to “mean sca level” in 


several places by deleting the “! 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on tus draft. If you have any questions, please contact 
Mr. Bill Martin at 293-8707 or Mr. Richard Murphy at 293-8171 
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(Wz: UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
> rf REGION 
<a 7S Hewthorne Street 
Sen Francisco, CA $4105-380' 


June 25. 2002 


Jum Holland 

Natoonal Park Service 

Lake Mead National Recreatson Arca 
6) Nevada Highway 

Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


Dear Mr. Holland 


The U.S. Environmental Protecuon Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
impact “taternent (DEIS) for the LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (NRA), 
LAKE MANAGEMENT PLAN, Clark County, Nevada and Mohave County, Arizona (CEQ 
#029154 #D-NPS-K61156-00) Our comments are provided pursuant to the National 
Enveronmentai Pohcy Act (NEPA), the Councs! on Environmental Quality's NEPA 
implementing Regulauons (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Section 499 of the Clean Au Act 


This DEIS/Lake Management Phan vers from a 1986 Final Enviwonmental lnupact 
Statemen/General Management Plan (FEIS/GMP), proposing additional management of 
recreational use for the waters of the NRA This DEIS/Plan describes four alternatives to 
manage the recreatyon area. unc iuding the management of personal watercraft, that would protect 
the resources and values of the park while offering recreational opportumties Each alternative 
represents a different mux of recreaonal opportunity zoning and associated Carrying Capacity 
resulting i four alternatives that emphasize different recreational capenences and management 
Stratc goes 


The DEIS fully -valuates four aliernatives to manage the NRA, including a ‘No Actor 
altemative Alternative A (No Action) proposes continued management under the current GMP 
Under the preferred alternative (Alternutive C). two percent of the NRA’s waters would be 
managed for pnmutive or sem pnawtve use, and boating activites would be authon zed to 
increase. Two-cycle engines would be allowed bul would be required to comply with EPA's 
2006 emmussion standards by the end of 2012 Alternative C michudes specific actons to addre 


PWC use, shoreline and boating conflicts. and lytter and sanvtahor 


Implementing Alternat: ve C is projected to have adverse water quality effects. cluding 
those associated with continued operation of carbureted two-stroke engines until the end of 20! ¢ 
Regarding Alternative C, page 188 states, “water quality standards could be temyonaeily 
exceeded, creating mayor impacts” to sensitive aquatic resources due to runoff .76\.0 Darlang 
facilites and construction zones, fuc] spills, and Las Vegas Wash. The LEIS states tax: °9PS i 


Proud ar ha wied Paper 
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mortorng water quality m the NRA, and that mon:tonng does not curently show any violation 
of apphcable Nevada or Anzona Water Quality Standards (WQS), nor any umpairment of 
beneficial uses. Page 133 descnbes the amount of unburned fuel from carbureted two-stroke 
engines released into the two lakes dunmg peak recreational temes (an csumated 27 000 per 
gallons of fuel per day on peak summer weekends), and the effects of such releases on natura! 
resource: . '.icluding impacts to sensitive aquatic resources. These fuels contain toxic or 
hazardous constituents, including benzene, toluene, ethyl benzenc, and xylene (collectively 
known as ‘BTEX ); polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and methy/ tertiary butyl ether 
(MTBE). Alternative C proposes a complete phase-out of carburcted two-stroke engines by the 
end of 2012 


EPA commends NPS for the water quality monitonng program being conducted, whach 
the DEIS indicates would be contuznued. However, should monitonng show that WQS could be 
violated or beneficial uses unpaired, EPA recommends that NPS evaluate whether an earlier 
phase-out date for carbureted two-stroke engm:s 1s a reasonable course of action under NEPA 
In this type of situahon, an carher phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines could be a key 
component in achieving the principal goal of the Clean Water Act (CWA), whuch is to “restore 
and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integnty of the Nabon’s waters,” (CWA 
Secnon 101(a)j, especially if fucl spills ave a contnbuting factor in wolating WQS or impainng 
beneficial uses 


Based upon our review, EPA has environmental concerns regarding proyected adverse 
effects on water quality and sensitive aquatic resources which depend on the continued protection 
and maintenance of water quality. In light of EPA's water quality concerns, we rate the DEIS as 
EC.2, Eavironmental Concerns - Insufficient Information Please refer to the attached 
“Surnmmary of Rating Definitions” for a more detatied explanation of EPA's rating system 


We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please send one copy of the Final EIS (FEIS) 
to me at the letterhead address (mailoode: CMD-2) when it 1s filed with EPA's Wastungton, D ( 
office. If you have any questions, please contact my staff reviewer, David Torsovac, at 415-972 
3858 


Sungerely, 
(/ Ah id be - 
Laisa B. Hanf, Manager 


‘ov. .. 
Federal Activites Office 


Attachments: 3 

Summary of Rating Definitions 
EPA's Detailed Comments on DEIS 
Pollution Prevention Checklist: 


yy 
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FAX (928) 753-5103 


P.O Box 7000 809 East Beale Street Kingman, Anzona 66402-7000 
Webste www co moteve az US TOO - (328) 753-0726 
Distrect 1 Cxstrct 2 Dastrct 3 
Pete Byers Tor Soctwell Buster D Jahnson 
(928) 753-0722 (928) 752.0713 (928) 453-0724 

County Manager Cert of the Board 
fion E. Walker Barbara Bracken 
(9328) 753-0729 (928) 753-0731 


FAX (928) 753-0732 
July x 2 4)? 


National Park Service 
601 Nevada Highway 
Boulder Citv, NV 89005 


RE: Lake Mead National Recreation Area Lake Management Plan 
Dear Sir 


Mohave County appreciates the opportunity to comment on the LMNRA Lake Management 
Plan. The implementation of this plan for Lake Mead and Lake Mohave could have a substantia! 
impact on the county residents and businesses 


There are many features in the plan which Mohave County supports such as expansivwn and 
improvement of the factlities at Cottonwood Cove and El Dorado Canyon on Lake Mohave, and 
tcho Bay, Overton Beach, Stewart's Point and Temple Har on Lake Mead. However, many of 
the tssucs regarding wakeless zones and closure of part af the system to motorized craft, as well 
as other issues, are of concern 


The most concerning pomt of thts plan us beyond the National Park Service's control, but 
leserves mention none the less. Yn September 15, 2002, personal watercraft will be temporarily 
banned trom both lakes. Persona] watefcrafi typically makes up 14% * 35 %e of the motorized 
craft on the lakes Banning these @gaft can have a senoug affect on th: reorsonal watercraft and 
the tourtst endustness focally and in he. Vewas, Nevada 
: 

The designation of Grand Wash Bay and Gypsum Beds @ primitive docs not appear to be 
necessary uf the goal in the designation ts to prytect pre safety of canocists and kayakers. Such a 
lesagnation would prohibit the use of motorized watercraft in these areas. A“ no wake zon 

ild be established that would preserve the muluple use goals most managers try to achieve 
These areas arc some distance from launch ramps, forcing users to paddic from existing ramy 

iid create an unsaic situation 
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The proposed 100-ft wakeless zone throughout the lakes and the Colorado River may present 
another safety issue. While a 100-ft wakeless zone on the lakes can be accommodated. areas of 
the Colorado River, especially below Hoover Dam, are relatively narrow Forcing boats of al! 
shapes, sizes and motor size into the center of the nver ts dangerous. Small craft in particular 
will be effected. Enforcement of this provision will be difficult as well 


If the National Park Service is intent on closing the Colorado River between Hoover Dam and 
Wiilow Beach to motorized craft two days a week between Labor Day and Memorial Day, those 
days should be during the workweek. Clostng the nver on weekends would adversely affect a 
larger number of boaters. [o achieve the safety of non-motorized craft operators and the desired 
setting that the Park Service seeks, a change to a “No Wake” designation ts recommended for 
those days 


Conceming the designation of areas as ‘No Alcohol” and prohibiting boat operators from having 
open containers may be duplicating exiting laws. There are existing laws that address operating 
under the influence of alcohol, and/or reckless operation of watercraft 


Requiring persons who stay on the lake at night to have portable toilets, while daytime users arc 
not subject to the same restriction seents fruiticss. There appears to be a problem with 
consistency in this proposed regulation. [he requirement may be appropriate for campers, but 
not for all overnight users, such as anglers who fish throughout the might 


Again, thank you for the opportunity to Comment on this important plan 


Sincerely, 
yf 
SK Me uth 
lom Sockwell 
Chairman 


cx Senator John McCuin 
Senator Jon Kyle 
Representative Bob Stump 
William Dickinson, LMNRA 


/0 


SEN TINIO) 


Searchlight Towa Advisory Beard LAME-09048 
Searchlight ( ommunity ( cater page 1 of 1 
800 Michaci Wendell Way 


P. O. Box 949, Searchlight, NV. 89046 
(702) 297-1498 FAX (762) 297-1328 


60) Dickinson, Supermiendem 

Laie Mead Nabonal Kecrcatwm Area 
60| Nevada Way 

Boulder Lay, NV 890° 


Re Leke Management Plan ead Draft Favor scocmtal lmpect Sistemeat 


Dear Mr Dickinson 


We were re. cath made suare of Ore Lake Management Plan and Draft bLovwonmentai impact Statement 
(LMP DIETS) lusted above This plan specifically mentsocs Coauneood Covt at Lake Mohave 


After gathernng facts and miormaipan troen your wt one (tems Hepa NPSgoy) and others, we bocame 
qurte concerved Public open house were be 1 4 severe! . twos am the month of May, and pot one was 
he id here in Searchhgtw” 


\ nder the preferred alternative (AMternativ: { ), SPS warts t- expand and muprove the facilmies at 


Cottonwood (ove As far as we can discera the | '™ does not address the dorect of socswoeconemx unpact 
7a kewh 
The mam estrance to UC otlomwood (ove on Lake Mukavec comes thru ow town No mentioa of tuffic 


congesboa, road amprovements (( ottanwaod Cove Road us aot made for the abuse and use i is gomg w 
expenence) or how the improvements that will be necessary ere gomg to be funded, sumce st will be out of 
NPS area’ Those are sust a few of our concerm 


Searchlight residents were not given the opportunrty to vore cancers. As you can see the LMP/DEIS will 
have amar ampact to our small town and mt must he addressed before a final dectsion ts made 


Please accept this letter as « formal request for Pebix Hearing to be bed co our town. 
Respectful! 4 ] F i /. A . 
fill Bodin, (harrman 4. ra" mee vorbis Ye = 


Diane hendal cuelpona ns ~ Robert Shawn Khe fac 
Myra Joyce N epg Tobe 
fie hterws CAVE Cotton 


oman pale krid 
we 


tee cane tenes woke I" 
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STATE OF NEVADA 1737 
DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS = | dy ‘ 

Nevada State Histone Preservation Utfe F 7"- > | 

100 N Stewart Street - j 

Carson City. Nevada 89701 J 


June 5, 2002 


MEMORANDUM 


TO Heather Ellsott, Nevada State oe 
FROM Alice M Baldrica, Deputy SHPC fj 1 Field lea 
SUBJECT DEIS & RMP for the Lake Mead Nationa! Recreabon Area 

NV SAI4# 2002-153 


The National Park Service 1s proposing a new lake management plan for | ake Mead 
Natronai Recreation Area The draft document suggests that proyects would require 
archacological and histonc surveys to identify histonc properties that could be affected 
Steps would then be taken to avoid, muninuze or treat affects to propertes that might 
ocour due to the construction of the proyect 


I have two questions regarding subjects not discussed under cultural resources sections of 
the ELS and plan The first regards whether boaters are currently affecting histori 
properties on the shores of Lakes Mead and Mohave The documents assert that NPS 
monitors sites on a regular basis but do not cite results of thes monstorimg If monttormng 
were to demonstrate that sites are along the shores of these lakes were being vandalized 
ot looted, the SHPO would like to know how increased numbers of boaters might umpact 
sites 


Second, two properties of rehgious and cultural significance are located in Black Canyon 
Ahhough to be treated as semi-primstive or rural natural setting under the preferred 
alternative. some motorized boating will still occur in Black Canyon What was the 
result of consultation with the tribes ascribing value to these two sites? We note that 
tribal consultations took place early in the process (page 219 of the Draft EIS) Did tribes 
express a concern about umpacts to these sites” 


I look forward to seeing NPS responses to these two concerns 


X/| 


t¥ 


ty 
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DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 
1700 vale, Road hi" * eer 
hegre Nevada #95'? 
~~ oF or . fe T'S 8 oe 
Wiha Dickinson Supenntendent June 20 2002 


Lake Mead Nationa! Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Highway 
Boulder City, NV 89005 


Dear Mr Dickinson 


The Draft Envrronmental impact Statement (DEIS) describes and analytes four 
alternatives to wnprove the management of Laxes Mead and Mohave to provide for the 
long term protectron of park resources whwle allowing a range of recreatona! 
opportumrbes to support visttor needs Thank you for the previous opportunities during 
the development of tre DE!S to comment and provide information relative to 
recreational opportunites from the Nevada Divisicn of Wildide s area of expertse 
relative to widife habdat and boating safety 


We recognize the need for NPS to proceed with this plannng effort Existng levels of 
confucts between recreatona! user groups on Lake Mead partcularty m the Boulder 
Basin have reached a degree which must be addressed Although specrfi: data is 
ladung NDOW recerves annually a large volume of complaints from recreational 
anglers specific to conflicts with motorized boat use particularly personal watercraft 
Anecdotally anglers have indicated changes in aveas of use of even limiting ther 
angling actrvity in response to conflicts with othe recregbonal users 


We can reasnnably anticipate that the water surface elevation on Lake Mead wil! 
continue to decline for the foreseeable future hrvting user access pomts and 
concentrating visitor use and potential conflicts to more restricted areas parhoularly in 
the Boulder Basin and upper Overton Arm where the majority of visitor use days are 
expended The Boulder Basin supports 77% of all angler use days on the reservow 
(NDOW 2001 data) although we have ~dserved substantive © wits in angle: use 
patterns away from the Boulder Basin in the past several years corbined with a 
decrease in total angler use days possibly in response to the quality of the angling 
expenence as conflicts have increased Concurrently those impac’s on Lake Mead wl! 
thely stwf increased levels of recreational activity to lower Lake Monave inciuding the 
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Kathenne s Landing and Cottonwood Cove areas and increase conflicts between 
recrestona! use! groups on that reservow 


For these "easons we are not supportive of Allernatve A (no achor) a8 Gescribed in the 
DEIS continuabon of the status quo level of user conflicts on high-density use areas of 
Lane Mead anc Laxe Mohave unacceptable and will mcreasingly Nave « negatve 
efiect on angler use and satstachon a8 well as ofthe recreshonal actihes wnportant 
to NDOW and our constituents Of the aliernatves presented im the DEIS Aflernatve 
C (prete:  hernative) 1s the most acceptable although we have severs! specific 
concerm -.. sbons and excepbons about twit stlernetve as described in more 
Onta:| beww 


Specific Comments 


The enabling legislation for the UMNRA estabished the recreation area “for the 
genera! purposes of public recreation benefit and use and in a manner that 
mill preserve develop and enhance so far as practcabie the recreation 
potentisi Congress passed iegrsiation im 1996 [Public Law 104-333) to 
conduct a Nabonal Recreation Lakes Study to revew the current and antopated 
denand tor recreabonal opportunites at Federally managed man made lakes 
10 reservoirs and to develop alternatves for enhanced recreational use of 
such facilites to the maximum extent possible Lake Mead was @ pert of that 
Study on September 9-10 1998 The federally funded Recreatonal Boming and 
Fishing Foundation (RBFF) goal is to “sell more fistung hoenses ano posts. build 
more safe and responsible anglers and boaters increase touram dnve more 
customers and members to our stakeholders and encourage more people to 
care for our natural resources” With federally supported programms and the 
Recreaton Areas mandate NPS needs to consider enhancing opportunibes 
rather than decreasing opportunities NDOW supports the Spena! Regulation for 
conbnued use of Personal Watercraft in the recreation area 


Pg 6 Introduchon/purpose and need - Table 1 (Recreational Opportunity Spectrum) 


NDOW supports the concept of clean water reducing pollution and protecting 
the environment Consequently we would not be opposed to the 

of requinng motorboats being operated on the LMINRA to meet the 2006 US EPA 
Standards i appears that you intend a reasonable phase m however we would 
encourage the 2012 target to be extended to 2017 This is based on the iife 
expectancy of current technology for Mercury motors of 300 hp of 12 years 150 


Al} 


SEN TINING)) 
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hp of 14 years. and 50 hp at 17 years The persona! watercra® ite expectancy 
1 Curren®y at Sto 7 years The would reduce the econorc wnpact for bosters 
im Southern Nevada 


NOOW was pleased to note the partnerstup and funding wntatves on page 13 
for wnprovernent to tacsuves at the LMNRA but disappowted that we were nct 
entthed as one of those partners Consudenng the huge amount we have 
invested not only in Dost access proyects bul atso im our lew enforcement efforts 
we beheve we are a signhicant contributor to financial support public and 
resource proteckor 


NPS has dentified a boasting education facility to be developed war © the 
recreston area at Bouider Beach When thus was a “rough” draft’ in 1993 thes 
was identhed as a need NDOW and the Ciark County Boating F acilihes and 
Safety Comrmutiee are currently funding thes proyect The DEIS leads one to 
bebkeve that thus proyect «s im the consideration stage vather than the 
implementation stage 


NPS has indicated under the definiton of “Sem printve Setting’ some level of 
mohonzed boat use restnctons ft 1s unclear however how the restriction to 65 
horsepower for other vessels was derived and why ths luret was selected We 
are Concemed that tus lvtaton would elwnnate legal use of the vast majority of 
non PWC recreatonal vessets in these areas eth no concurrent benefit for 
visto: expenence of Zone management otyectves if the imtert of the 
horsepower restnicton is related to nose reduction or a desire for speed 
reducton tws strategy will not be eflective in affecting such changes Although 
the reasons for spatal lrrvtabons on PWC use are extensively detailed and we 
concur with much of that analysis the DEIS contains no rationale for limiting 
convenbonal watercraft to 65 horsepowe: in selected management zones NPS 
needs to provide a Clearly defined and logical justficaton for this proposed 
resincton and we strongly recommend that alternatve strategres to lint 
presumed aesthebc mmpacts from motonzed watercraft use such as speed 
resinchons be considered As eritien the horsepower restriction would 
Substantially lirrwt the opportunity for a majority of anglers and other legitimate 
recreatona! users to ublize areas of Lake Mead and Lake Moheve in an 
otherense \egal manner 


NDOW has a significant concern relative to carrying capecites NPS has 
entified a couple of tes when the carrying capacity was or nearly was 
exceeded Our mayor area of concer is Kathennes Landing ff Kathenne s 
Landing 1s closed the next closest boating activity 1s the Colorado River at 
Laughlin We are concerned that this will severely congest this waterway and 
create probterns for bosters not farwher wth river operations Ths then will 
impact enforcement and rescue programs for Bulthead Cty Mohave County. 
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Azone Clark County and Newada Some turther consdershon must be 
2aeenes betore thus carrying capactty i finalized 


Aternetve C 
Page 65 Recressonal apporturity Zoning 


Thos aternative has recommended Prrwtve Area designation for only the 
Gypsurn Beds (aka Big Gyps Beds) area of the Virgin Basin whuch represents 
<1% of the tota! lake area We recogruze the important scenic and sesthetc 
values of tvs area but atso should port oul thei ts quatity and extent is hghy 
vanabie dependent on reservow surface elevator Al moderate to high surtace 
eievabons the Gypsurr Beds have mustole entrances useable by watercraft and 
under tus atlernative they are Dounded by a Rural Natur» Setting designator 
for the remainder of the Virgin Basin whch will make enforcement of vesse! 
access restnctons difficull at best NDOW 1 not specifically opposed to « 
Prewtve Sethng designaton for thus area but the NPS should be aware that the 
Gypsum Beds have long been considered by recreatona! anglers to be a 
Perbcularty productive area for black bass Although NOOW data does not 
ConCusively support thus bebef we would antcpate that enforcement of a use 
restriction to non-motorized vessets wittun the Gypsum Beds will be difhoutt ¢ nat 
impossible on 2 consistent bass at most lake surtace elevabons 


Atternatve C proposes Sere Prenwtve Sethng designation for Grand Wash Bay 
on the upper Colorado River arm of Lake Mead We would support this 
Gdesagnaton as appropriate but again call aftenbor to our Concerns over the 
proposed 65 horsepower restrichon for conventional! vessets as described 
above We beheve that the horsepower restnction s arbitrary and would 
unnecessarily restnct legitimate recreatonal use in Grand Wash Bay 
denthcation of @ speed restriction or other mechanism to address the undefined 
Obyective of the horsepower constraint would be less otyechonabie 


in the Black Canyon area of Lake Mohave below Hoover Dam Alternatve C 
proposes a vanabie use designation (detaried on page 76) with Prrvutrve Setting 
restnctons two days a weer and Sem Prevtve Setting restrichons on remaining 
days between |abor Day and Memonal Day each year During the remainder of 
each year between Memonal Day and Labor Day weekends Sem: Prevtve 


Black Canyon and are supportrve of the lnsted seascnal restriction on ail 
meronzed vessel access at described in thus alternative fo address dewres of 
some visttors for a Prunvtrve Area expenence within the Recreaton Area Public 
motonzed acorss is elirrynated for less than 30% of the off-peak season viertor 
use te penod wruch 1s an acceptable strategy to address tvs need However 


D3 
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we are not supportive of the 65 horsepower restriction, which would apply to 
vessels in this area dunng all times when it is accessible for motorized use. As 
described in previous comments, this restriction would substantially limit the 
ability for anglers and other public users to access Black Canyon without any 
justification or explanation of how this restriction was derived. Houseboats, due 
to their size and maneuverability should be identified specifically because of the 
nature of the canyon, therefore NDOW supports prohibiting them as well as 
waterskiing and wakeboarding due to safety concerns. A suggested alternative 
would be to require all motorboats, not prohibited, using that stretch of the 
canyon to be any horsepower as long as it is four stroke. This would alleviate the 
safety, noise and pollution concerns and still allow fishing access via 
motorboats. 


The Black Canyon area of Lake Mohave is an important component of that 
reservoir's sport fishery. This area would be inaccessible to a large number of 
angiers who own watercraft which exceed the arbitrary 65 horsepower limit, 
although those users may be fully willing and able to comply with other 
reasonable operational restrictions to maintain the Semi-Primitive Setting 
critena. The intended benefit of the horsepower restriction needs to be clearly 
defined, and based on that definition an alternative strategy must be developed 
which will not unfairly constrain otherwise legal recreational users. 


The upper reach of the Overton Arm of Lake Mead, shown in the DEIS as Zone 
18, is identified in Alternative C for future management in an Urban Natural 
Setting. Although we are supportive of such a designation insomuch as it may 
limit recreational use effects on the adjacent Overton Wildlife Management Area 
more than an Urban Park Setting, we are concerned if this designation will allow 
an adequate level of infrastructure development and visitor accommodation at 
Overton Boat Dock and marina. Eventual development of facilities at Stewarts 
Point would assist in addressing user needs, but Overton Arm is becoming 
increasingly popular as an initial destination and as an “overflow” area for the 
Boulder Basin. The reasonable expansion of existing access points and 
facilities, such as Overton Boat Dock, should be an integral part of the strategy 
to address increased visitor demands and may in some cases be a useful interim 
solution depending on the rate of increased usage, within the context of the 
larger lake plan objectives. Although the DEIS narrative on Page 62 mentions 
accommodation of future boating capacity in zone 18, the plan identifies only a 
limited expansion of commercial marina infrastructure and no increase in public 
facilities at Overton Boat Dock, which is the only existing or projected facility 
within that zone. 


Page 72. _—‘ Facilities (Recreationai Fishing) 


This section of the DEIS recognizes that construction of access facilities for 
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shoreline angling opportunities is an ongoing cooperative proces: © ztween NPS 
and both NDOW and the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGrD). Existing 
access facilities particularly in areas popular for shoreline angling are woefully 
inadequate and in particular the lack of ADA compliant access sites must be 
addressed in the future. In addition to the proposais identified in the DEIS 
nartative for future facilities at Cottonwood Cove and Willow Beach on Lake 
Mohave, and Government Wash and Echo Bay on Lake Mead, there are 
additional locations which should be identified for angler access enhancement 
and development both as part of future boating access infrastructure and as 
stand alone site developments for angler use. At a minimum, these inciude 
Stewarts Point, Overton Boat Dock, Caliville Bay, and Temple Bar, Arizona on 
Lake Mead, and at Eldorado Canyon, Nevada Telephone Cove, ‘1d additiona! 
sites in the vicinity of Cottonwood Cove on Lake Mohave. Angling opportunities 
for stocked trout at Cottonwood Cove on Lake Mohave could be substantially 
enhanced by revising existing seasonal site use management parameters 
although this location is not addressed in detail in the DEIS. We strongly 
support the identification of site specific habitat enhancement in association with 
angler access and look forward to continuing our work with NPS on that 
program. 


Figure 10 on Page 73 identifies specific locations along the shoreline of Boulder 
Basin on Lake Mead for winter stocking of catchable rainbow trout. We 
understand the need for NPS to identify this activity in the context of zoning the 
Boulder Basin shoreline for intensive visitor use demands, but it also must be 
recognized that the utility of specific stocking locations and the ability to access 
them with stocking equipment will vary with changing lake surface elevations on 
a year-to-year basis. Although Figure 10 identifies most of the areas which are 
currently suitable and in use, specific locations may need to be adjusted 
somewhat to maintain the stocking program and assure adequate angler returns 
of stocked trout. NDOW would work with NPS staff on an annual basis to 
accommodate other recreational activities and identify where individual release 
locations would require adjustment, but it is important to understand that this is a 
dynamic situation which is subject to change under certain constraints. Figure 
10 identifies the area south of the Lake Mead Marina dike as a fish stocking 
area; this should be retained as it could be used for this in the future but with the 
understanding that it has not been actively used in recent years because of 
the current identification of the area as a SCUBA park. 


Page 72. Visitor Conflicts 


X14 


Shoreline fishing concerns on Boulder Basin as described in this section will be 
addressed by preciusion of conflicting activities in selected, designated zones, 
including SCUBA diving, waterskiing and PWC use. We are supportive of these 
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designations in selected high-use access areas where there is a high potentia/ 
tor conflict with these uses, and specific areas designated for angling would 
afford the opportunity to develop specific enhancements such as ADA compliant 
access and aquatic habitat development. However, nothing in such 
designations sould preciude the allowance of shoreline angler access and use 
in other areas of the Boulder Basin or lakewde except for existing closure areas 
and zoned shoreline reaches for specific recreational activities which would be 
in conflict with angling. As mentioned in the previous comment, Figure 10 on 
page 73 appears to show a conflict between the exsting SCUBA park and 
potential fish stocking areas south of the Lake Mead Marina dike, and this 
should be clarified. We are concerned that Figure 10 does NOT seem to 
identify, for angler use. the area south of the Hemenway Launch Ramp which 
has histoncaily been used for recreational angling and for winter stocking of 
catchabie rainbow trout. Under certain lake ek ation conditions this is one of 
the better locations for trout stocking and angler success and its apparent future 
designation for PWC use would substantially conflict with this exsting use. 


The DEIS on page 74 identifies establishment of a 100-foot wakeless zone 
around the entire shoreline of Lake Mead This designation has the potential to 
substantially reduce one current source of conflict between shoreline anglers 
and watercraft users However, we are concerned that this is unrealistic and un- 
enforceable. Without proper marking with buoys the public will not comply it is 
difficult enough to enforce the property marked areas. There is also a safety 
concern in the narrow canyons, Black and Boulder This will actually force 
boaters into potentially hazardous head on situations. Nevada currently has the 
strictest fiat wake law among the jurisdictions on the LMNRA. (NPS. AZ. NV). 
Flat wake zones are currently established by regulation in designated areas. 
areas Nevada Law also mandates a flat wake zone within 100 feet of a person 
in the water or within 200 feet of a beach frequented by swimmers, bathers etc. 
In discussions with Anzona’s law enforcement chief for Game and Fish they wil! 
be able to enforce such a provision under their law, which currently states 
“reasonable and prudent” speed. if the NPS also enacts a rule identifying that 
100/200-foot rule on Lake Mead is reasonable and prudent. This would also 
require “posting” by pamphiets thru the fee booths to boaters and posting at 
launch facilities. Nevada and Arizona will strictly enforce this law, which is more 
easily enforced and enacted than a 100-foot entire shoreline zone that will only 
be enforceable by the NPS. The proposal to allow shore starts for water skiing 
within the 100 foot zone is also flawed and not supported by this agency This is 
actually further justification to use the Nevada law and not the NPS proposal 


The DEIS on page 74 indicates the future development of specific shoreline 
zoning on lower Lake Mohave from Stop Sign Cove to Mineshaft Cove. to 
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anglers. However, the DEIS does not provide enough detail to fully understand 
where those conflicts would be addressed or how conflicting uses would be 
partitioned. Specifically on the Nevada shoreline. Nevada Telephone Cove is 
identified for a variety of high intensity uses without site-specific detail provided 
The DEIS does list a number of generic considerations and potentiai actions 
that would occur for areas “where fishing is the pnmary recreational activity’, and 
we strongly encourage NPS to incorporate both NDOW and AGFD in future 
discussions and planning efforts if and when specific zoning actions are 
proposed for this area of Lake Mohave As mentoned previously for Lake 
Mead, nothing in such designations should preciude the allowance of shoreline 
angler access and use in other areas of Lake Mohave except for existing closure 
areas and zoned shoreline reaches for specific recreational activities which 
would be in significant conflict with angling 


The DEIS on page 74 also identifies establishment of a 100-foot wakeless zone 
around the entire shoreline of Lake Mohave. As indicated for Lake Mead, this 
designation has the potential to substantially reduce one current source of 
conflict between shoreline anglers and watercraft users. However, rt is unclear 
how this regulation would function, or if it is needed, in areas of upper Lake 
Mohave and Biack Canyon both above and below Willow Beach, because of the 
narrow configuration of the reservoir and the lack in many areas of potential 
conflicts with shoreline recreational users. in some areas of the upper reservoir 
this designation could potentially create a wakeless zone across almost the 
entire wetted width and confine normal boat traffic to a narrow center strip, with 
associated navigation and safety issues Much as for Lake Mead, we are 


boat use restrictions in Black Canyon above Willow Beach. some sort of speed 
restriction or other special regulation may be appropriate to protect aesthetic 
values associated with Semi-Pnmvitive Setting designation. We do not, however. 
support a blanket wakeless speed restriction for this reach of the reservoir, 
which would be in some areas of the upper reservoir the de facto result of u 
lakewde 100-foot wakeless designation 


Page 76 & 77 - Enforcement, Boater Education and Alcohol Use 


NDOW supports the concept of requiring boater education. This will have the 
most significant impact on reducing boating accidents. coupled with aggressive 
law enforcement We will work with Anzona to implement similar requirements in 
their state We would expect the NPS to also be a partner in any boating 
education program. This should be identified as part of the plan We would like 
to point out that the concessionaires, especially Las Vegas Bay Manna, have 
worked closely with NDOW in boat rental programs to educate rental operators 
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They are a key component of an education program. We also will continue to 
partner with NPS and Anzona, the USCG Auxiliary, the US Power Squadron, the 
Clark County Boating Facilities and Safety Committee and other volunteers on 
safety campaigns including literature. media and the new safety center On page 
77 you identify phasing in a program similar to Utah's. Utah's program focuses 
on PWC youth operation and we do not support that concept. Nevada's 
program targets operators of all vessels. 


NDOW supports the concept of non-consumption of alcohol while operating a 
vessel. However. the reality is that Nevada will most likely not have a sirmiar 
provision that we could enforce. NDOW supports the concept of requiring porta 
potties for overnight use in undeveloped park areas We could assist through 
the Clean Vessel Act and education programs. We would also suggest that 
Clark County grants through the US EPA be requested for oi! pollution control 
from biiges. Vessels kept on the water overnight should be required to have 
bilge sponges. Facilities should be developed to pump oily bilge water. 
Another significant tssue that could be addressed here is the Aquatic Nuisance 
Species problem, both plant and animal. Preventive measures such as wash 
before we become involved in costly eradication programs 


Page 78 - Resource protection (Inflow Areas) & (Threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species) 


NDOW is concerned that restrictions on vessel operation on the inflow areas of 
the Muddy and Virgin Rivers would impact operations (maintenance of bouys 
and lake blinds )at the Overton WMA. These restrictions would also impact 
hunters who have expended considerable sums of money on preparation for 
hunting from the lake blinds. While littie or no water is currently in this portion of 
the WMA there could be in the future. when the lake comes back up. 


We concur with the assessment in the DEIS that recreationai use has not shown 
to be an impact to sensitive and protected fish species, and we look forward to 
continuing our partnership relationship with NPS in management and 
conservation of resident wildlife species in lakes Mead and Mohave The 
proposed strategy of future restrictive zoning based on the ongoing assessment 
of impacts is appropriate, and we are not aware of any areas where such zoning 
iS needed at this time. 


One concern which is not addressed in the DEIS is the potential for impacts to 
extant relict leopard frog populations at spring locations in Black Canyon, 
particularly tf shoreline visitor overnight use were to increase along certain 
canyon reaches as a result of increased permits consequent to a Pnmitive 
Setting designation At this time there is no evide ce that specific restrictions 
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should be placed on known leopard frog sites, and in fact such a designation 
could be counter-productive by calling attention to those sites. However, hot 
spring sites in Black Canyon are identified as a specific interest of nonmotorized 
use visitors. Ongoing monitoring efforts should be used to assess possible 
visitor impacts to those sites which are also occupied leopard frog habitat with 
the understanding that special zoning would be applied as a protective measure 
in the future only as necessary and appropnate. 


This concludes our comments on the DEIS. Should you have any questions or require 
additiona! information please contact Habitat Bureau Chief, Doug Hunt at 775-688- 


Tans & Canfellh 


Terry R. Crawforth, Administrator 


cc: R. Michael Turnipseed, P. E., Director DCNR 
Vicky Oldenburg, Governor Guinn's Office 
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in Re Support for Aternative C. With Reservation 


Dear Supenntendent 


On behalf of the 1 3 mulhon personal watercraft (PVC) owners throughout the United 
States the Amencan Watercraft Association (AVvs | commends the Lake Mead Nationa! 
Recreation Area for tts decision to create a comprehensive management pian that 
addresses aii forms of recreation at Lake Mead. and not only PWC use In addition, we 
applaud the efforts of park managers to complete the management pian in a timely 
fashion so that PVVC use can continue at Lake Mead without interruption 


PVC owners will be encouraged to learn that Attlernative C_ Lake Mead's "Preferred 
Alternative © allow. for continued access by PVVC owners to all parts of Lake Mead that 
will be accessible by motorboats of similar horsepower Your efforts to develop a plan 
based on horsepower and not on hull design demonstrates your desire to protect 
resources within the Recreation Area while providing ampie opportunities for recreation 
and shows a dedication on the part of park managers to preserve notions of fairness and 
equity throughout the rulemakung process 


it 0s for these reasons that the AVA. the nation’s largest PWC owners organization. 
supports the Lake Mead Management Pian's Alternative C. the Recreation Area's 
preferred Alternative 


Under thus management pian PVVC use will be allowed in all waters in which other 
motorboats of similar horsepower are granted access The environmentally sensitive 
areas in Lake Mead will be off limits to all motorboats - not just PWC This alternative is 
evidence that PWC do not have a unique impact on park resources and should be 
regulated in the same manner as other motorboats 


However we obyect to the inclusion in Alternative C of a proposal that would bar ail 
carbureted two-stroke engines from Lake Mead in 2012 Vvhile this 1s not a PWC specific 
rule @ 1s wmportant for the National Park Service at Lake Mead to recognize that the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) already promulgated regulations. 
setting strict emission standards that require a 75% reduction in emussions by the year 
2006 from all manne engine manufacturers 


The National Park Service should not develop additional rules regarding marine engine 
emissions standards especially those which were specifically designed to aect the 
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manutacturers of the boat engines. not the owners of those engines The EPA rule 
forced manufacturers to spend mihons of (foliars to research and produce for the public 
emissions reducing technology. providing tenefits to consumers. not restricting the use 
of the boats they already own The National Park Service snould not adopt rules contrary 
to this approach Lake Meads management pian. on the other hand, will directly affect 
consumers d they ban all carbureted two-cycle engines by 2012 as the Alternate C 
seeks to do 


Atternatve C's management pian with regards to the regulation of two-cycle engines 
can be compared to a restnction of older automobiles those produced before the EPA 
regulated the automobile dustry for emissions Banning 1957 Chevy's from Lake Mead 
Nationa! Recreation Areas roadways would not make any sense considering the fact 


automobile fleet with, new. lower emission machines Likewise the EPA's regulation on 
marine engine manufacturers should be allowed to take effect 


While the proposal to ban carbureted two-cycle engines by 2012 will disproportionately 
affect the owners of “conventional” boats and outboard engines because of the longer 
estimated use of those engines (according to the EPA) some PWC owners could be 
barred from accessing Lake Mead and would be forced to use ther craft on other lakes 
For some barring access to the Lake Mead Nationa! Recreation Area would force them 
to travel up to 4 hours to access the nearest body of water 


We encourage the Lake Mead National Recreation Area to allow the EPA's emission 
reductions rules to take effect and not “step up” the implementation of those rules at the 
expense of boat owners 


if you have any questions regarding PWC or AWA's support for Alternative C (without 
the 2012 regulation) please do not hesitate to contact me 


Respectfully 


202 
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Author: “Barbara Daily” es at NPS 

Date 06/20/2602 8:59 

Normal 

SCC: LAME LMP at NP - LAVE 

TO: “Superintendent Dickinson” <lame impenps.gov> at NPS 

Subject: Strengthen jet ski restrictions in the Lake Mead manageme 
ors eee- . - - “ccs Message Contents 

Subject 

Strengthen jet ski restrictions in the Lake Mead management plan 


June 20, 2092 


Superintendent William Dickinson 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Highway 

Boulder City. NY &9005 


Dear Superintendent Dickinson, 


I am writing with concerns about the National Park Service's 
proposed management plan for Lake Mead National Pecreation Area. 
While I generally support Alternative B, the conservation option 
I strongly urge the total elimination of all personal watercraft, 
commonly Known a8 jet skis, throughout Lake Mead 


Jet skies pollute the air and water, create law enforcement problems, 
threaten public safety, endanger wildlife, destroy natural soundscapes 
and diminish the experience of visiting Lake Mead for nor. jet 

ski users The Park Service's preferred alternative shockingly 

would permit jet skis on 98 percent of park waters despite the 

fact that jet eki ueers represent only about 24 percent of ail 

Lake Mead boaters. This is simply unfair to the vast majority 

of park visitors who do not engage in this dangerous, high impact 
activity 


Additionally, the Park Service's timeline to phase out dirty 
two-stroke jet ski motore by 2012 needlessly exposes park resources 
to a decade's worth of additional damage, and must be moved up 

But even so-called “cleaner and quieter" four-stroke jet skis 

ere still toxic to plente and animals and do nothing to improve 
the craft's horrific safety record or reduce ite impact on wildlife 


Given the damage they cauvee, persons! watercraft should be totally 
eliminated throughout Lake Mead and Lake Mohave. In addition 

I call upon the Park Service to move up its phase-out date for 
two-etroke motor operation on park watere 

Sincerely 


Barbara Dail 


Author “Gloria” [EE at NPS 
Date 06/26/2002 35 ™™ 

Norma, ; 

BCC: LAME LMP at WP-LAME 

TO: <lame_lmpénps gov> st NPs 

Subject. Free to use P¥Cs 
eeeeceees . . eee -- Message Contents 


not bans 
lakes anc 


Please Go not ben personal watercraft. Make more no wate zones 
Small craft are big fun and big revenue to national park's 
Surrounding areas 

Gloria Dunber 
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t et to seven &ho mom favor of these Ghoseres These closures are 2 fore of discrimenstion against not only 
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Dear Superintendent: 


I] am a PWC owner who wishes to maintain access to Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. 


I am writing in support of Alternative C in the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area Lake Management Plan. 


Please note that while I am in favor of Alternative C, I oppose the proposal to 


ban all carbureted two-stroke engines in 2012. Please remove this proposal 
before finalizing the Lake Management Plan. 


nn NSe8 re 


Address: 


City/State/Zi 
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Date — 0-1 


Boulder City, NV. 89005 


SUBJECT: LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA LAKE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 


in reviewing the Lake Management Pian Draft, | have the following comment to offer. 
This letter is to show my appreciation for your Draft / Lake Managemem Plan. However, | 
cannot agree with all thereof. Your “alternative C” is very well written, but | “disagree” with 
the closures you propose on the lake. You are attempting to close off the best fishing 
waters on the lake. | would not like to see any portions of the lake closed. Huwever, my 
second choice would be to make them “wakeless zones.” 

This way the general public would have all access to these waters. | have talked to a lot of 
people recently, but have not talked to anyone who is in favor of these closures. These 
Closures are discrimination against, not only fisherman, but the general public as a whole 
These are public waters, and as long as they are, the entire lake should be open for 
TOTAL PUBLIC ACCESS for everyone to enjoy, not one specific group or 


organization, the public as a whole. 
Sincerely, 


EES 


SLNAWINO,) 
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Supenntendent 

Lake Mead Nationa! Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


Subject: Lake Mead Nationa! Recreation Area Lake Management Pian 
In reviewing the Lake Management Plan draft, | have the following comment to offer. 
Thss letter ts to show my appreciation for your Oraft/Lake Management Pian. However, I cannot 


Lake. | would not like to see any portions of the lake closed. However, if you must close therm in 
some way, my second choice would be to make them “wakeless zones”. At least this way the 
general public would have some access to these waters. I have talked to a jot of people recently, 
but I have not talked to anyone who ts in favor of these Closures. These closures are a form of 
discrimination against, not only fisherman, but the physically impaired as well. It is also 
discrimination against the general public. These are public waters, and as long as they are, the 
entire lake should be open for public access 


Sincerety, 
ae AAV ty, 
Gpulincieee //) 
eee 7 
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Date: Stood 


Supenntendent 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 

Boulder City, Nevada 89005 


The purpose of this letter is to express my concerns regarding the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Lake Management Plan. The National Park service is 
recommending Alternative C. I have strong objections to certain aspects of this plan. 

My objections deal primarily with managing certain remote locations on Lake 
Mead and Lake Mohave as primitive or semi-primitive areas. Under these definitions, 
public accessibility to these areas would be seriously compromised or eliminated. The 
Virgin River Area, Gyp Beds, Grand Wash and the Colorado River between Hoover Dam 
and Willow Beach represent what many people feel are the finest fishing areas available 
in the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 

Under the current proposal, Alternative C, accessing these waters in the vessels 
allowed under the plan (motors 65 hp or less) would pose serious safety concerns for 
anyone, including the physically challenged, that would attempt to navigate to these 
remote locations on lakes noted for windy conditions and rough water. 

My preference would be to leave the management of these areas unchanged at this 
tume. However, an alternative to restricting these primitive and semi-primitive areas to 
non-motonzed craft or craft with motors less than 65 horsepower would be to make these 
areas “wakeless speed areas”. Another alternative may allow these areas to be managed 
as a primitive or semi-primitive area on odd days with unrestricted access on even days. 
This alternative would be similar to how hunting is managed in the Overton arm area of 
Lake Mead during November, December, and January. 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area is a public waterway funded with our 
tax dollars. No one single user group or special interest should be afforded rights or 
privileges at the expense or exclusion of other park users. Lake Mead and Lake Mohave, 
in their entirety, should be open for safe public access. 


Signature/Name 


AP 
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BCC: LAME LMP at NP-LAME 

TO. "Superintendent Dickinson* <lame_lmp@nps gov> at NPS 
Subject: COMMENTS: DRAFT PLAN FOR LAKE MEAD 
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June 24, 2002 


William Dickinson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead NRA 

601 Nevada Highway 

Boulder City. NV 839005 


Dear Superintendent Dickinson, 


Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the National Park Service's 
(NPS) Lake Management Plan (LMP) for Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. 


In general, I support Alternative 8. the conservation option, 
but I strongly oppose the plan's proposal to effectively open 
the entire lake to personal water craft or jet skis. 


In fact, I favor the outright ban of jet skis in units of our 
National Park System and am appalled at the idea of giving them 

the complete run of the NWRA. Jet skis are high-speed thrill machines. 
Their impact on park resources is serious and well-documented 

Much of that documentation comes from NPS science. 


Jet skis are dirty, dangerous and destructive of park values 
and of visitors’ experiences. In brief: 


- Jet skis pollute air and water, dumping nearly a third of 
the gas-oil mixture they use unburned into the environment 


- They are unsafe for both wildlife and for humans. Nationwide, 
according to the U.S. Coast Guard, jet skis are involved in 39 
percent of all boating accidents, 40 percent of all boating injuries. 
But they account for less than 10 percent of all water craft 
registrations 


- Where they are allowed, jet skis are the dominant use, much 
like a cigar smoker in a small room. They completely destroy 

any Opportunity for peace, quiet and the contemplative experiences 
that most visitors to our national parks seek in the first place 


The National Park Service Organic Act gives the NPS a dual mandate, 
but it isn't a conflicting one. You are obliged to protect park 
resources unimpaired and to provide for public use only in such 
ways as will meet that clear standard of resource protection 

As written, Alternative B. with its personal water craft management 
provisions, flatly fails to achieve the standard. 


I urge adoption of a revised Alternative B, amended to eliminate 
pereonal water craft throughout Lake Mead and Lake Mohave 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment 1 iook forward to 
hearing from you 


Sincerely, 


Hannah Wend 


SINAWWOL) 


As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 
most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use 
of our land and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and 
cultural values of our national parks and historic places, and providing for the enjoyment of life 
through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to 
ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people. The department also promotes 
the goals of the Take Pride in America campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility 
for the public lands and promoting citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major 
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island territories 


under U.S. administration. 


NPS D-284A (December 2002) 
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